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Dear  Reader: 

We  are  pleased  to  issue  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  (FEIS/FEIR) 
for  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  Office  Building.  We  appreciate  all  of  the  comments, 
suggestions,  and  recommendations  (collectively  the  "comments")  received  in  response  to  the  April 
11,  1996,  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Report  (DEIS/DEIR).  Each  of  the  comments 
was  carefully  considered,  with  the  comments  and  responses  included  in  Section  12.0  of  this 
document.  All  new  text  added  to  the  document  as  a  result  of  the  comments  received  is  marked 
with  broken  vertical  lines  in  the  margins  next  to  the  changes  and  all  text  deleted  with  strikeout.  In 
order  to  aid  the  reviewer  in  understanding  this  FEIS/FEIR,  we  wanted  to  take  this  opportunity  to 
briefly  describe  the  changes  of  major  interest. 

Most  importantly,  in  accordance  with  the  General  Services  Administration's  obligations 
under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  we  have  identified  the  "preferred  alternative"  as  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  site.  Please  see  pages  1-9,  2-1,  and  2-16. 

In  accordance  with  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  FEIS/FEIR  identifies  the 
Purchase  Alternative  and  the  Lease  Alternative  as  the  ^  environmentally  superior  alternatives. 
Please  see  pages  2-15,  2-16,  6-1  and  6-2. 

The  Sections  of  the  EIS/EIR  which  address  Geology  and  Landform  (Sections  3  .1  and  4. 1) 
have  been  updated  in  response  to  information  and  resources  suggested  by  the  California  State 
Department  of  Conservation,  the  Office  of  Governmental  and  Environmental  Relations.  See  also 
Responses  to  Letter  9  in  Section  12. 

Many  of  the  questions  raised  by  the  California  State  Department  of  Toxic  Substances 
Control  will  be  addressed  during  the  Phase  II  Environmental  Assessment.  The  EIS/EIR  has  been 
revised  to  clarify  that  a  Phase  II  Environmental  Assessment  will  be  performed  and  that 
recommendations  of  the  geotechnical  consultant  will  be  implemented.  See  pages  4. 13-3  through 
4. 13-7,  and  Responses  to  Letter  3  in  Section  12. 

During  the  comment  period,  concerns  were  expressed  about  the  design  of  a  new  Federal 
building  and  its  compatibility  with  surrounding  buildings.  Some  commentors  requested  that  the 
neighborhood  have  input  into  the  design  process.  In  response  to  these  requests,  GSA  agreed  to 
conduct  public  workshops  to  solicit  community  input  as  part  of  the  design  review  process.  See 
Response  to  Letter  1 1-5  in  Section  12. 

It  came  to  our  attention  that  some  of  the  data  resulting  from  the  traffic  study  conducted 
for  this  EIS/EER  appeared  to  conflict  with  the  data  of  the  traffic  study  conducted  for  the  South  of 
Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment  EIR,  which  indicated  that  traffic  impact  would  be  less 
severe  at  one  intersection  than  provided  for  in  this  EIS/EIR.  As  a  result,  a  Clarification  has  been 
added  to  Section  4. 12.  See  pages  4. 12-22  to  4. 12-25.  The  clarification  examines  the  assumptions 
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and  results  of  both  traffic  studies.  The  EIS/EIR  has  also  been  clarified  to  indicate  that,  as  with  the 
Tenth  and  Market  alternative,  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  would  require  the  closure  of  a 
portion  of  Jessie  Street  (see  page  4.12-18). 

The  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  responded  to  GSA's  request  for 
consideration  of  the  eligibility  of  two  buildings  on  the  7th  and  Mission  Alternative  site  on 
September  30,  1996,  after  the  DEIS/DEIR  comment  period  ended.  Information  regarding  the 
letter  has  been  added  to  the  EIS/EIR  at  pages  4.10  and  4.10-6,  and  a  paragraph  on  page  4.10-7 
has  been  deleted  because  the  SHPO's  response  updates  the  information  provided  in  that 
paragraph.  A  copy  of  the  SHPO's  letter  is  included  in  an  Appendix  to  Section  12. 

The  SHPO's  June  3  comment  letter  requested  that  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA) 
be  developed  to  address  how  the  Section  106  consultation  required  by  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act  would  be  conducted.  Accordingly,  a  MOA  has  been  executed  among  the 
SHPO,  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  and  GSA.  A  copy  of  the  executed  MOA  is 
included  in  an  Appendix  to  Section  12. 

During  the  preparation  of  the  DEIS/DEIR,  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  Building  on  7th  and 
Mission  Streets  was  undergoing  renovation.  The  building  was  reopened  in  October  1996  after  the 
issuance  of  the  DEIS/DEIR.  Because  the  reopening  could  potentially  affect  traffic,  we  have 
analyzed  its  impact  on  traffic  and  concluded  that  it  would  not  change  the  finding  of  a  less  than 
significant  impact.  Please  note  that  a  few  site  maps  in  the  document  still  refer  to  the  U.S.  Court 
of  Appeals  Building  as  the  U.S.  Post  Office,  which  no  longer  occupies  the  building. 

An  Appendix  to  Section  12  has  been  added  to  the  Final  EIS/EIR.  This  appendix  includes 
information  that  has  either  been  obtained  following  the  comment  period  or  has  been  added  in 
response  to  comments.  The  content  of  the  Section  12  Appendix  includes  the  September  30, 
1995,  letter  from  the  SHPO,  and  the  executed  MOA. 

None  of  the  new  or  revised  information  described  above  identifies  new  or  substantially 
different  impacts  than  those  evaluated  in  the  DEIS/DEIR.  That  is,  the  new  or  updated  material 
does  not  change  the  conclusions  of  the  EIS/EIR. 

The  Final  EIS/EIR  including  the  Technical  Appendix  is  available  at  the  following  locations 
(see  Sections  9.0  and  1 1.0  for  the  addresses): 

•  San  Francisco  City  Library  -  Civic  Center; 

•  Environmental  Protection  Agency  Library; 

•  Stanford  University; 

•  San  Francisco  State  University; 

•  Hastings  College  of  Law; 

•  University  of  California  -  Berkeley; 
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•  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  5th  Floor;  and  the 

•  GSA  Portfolio  Management  Division,  3rd  Floor. 

The  addresses  of  these  libraries  are  provided  in  Section  1 1. 

We  hope  the  above  information  facilitates  your  review  of  this  Final  EIS/EER.  Again,  we 
appreciate  your  interest  in  this  project. 

United  States  General  Services  Administration 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
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SUMMARY 


( )  Draft  (x)  Final      Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report 

NAME  OF  PROPOSED  ACTION:    San  Francisco  Federal  Building 

City  of  San  Francisco, 
County  of  San  Francisco, 
California 


RESPONSIBLE  AGENCY: 


TYPE  OF  ACTION: 


United  States  General  Services  Administration, 
The  Pacific  Rim  Region 

Administrative 


RESPONSIBLE  OFFICIAL: 


Direct  Inquiries  to: 


Name: 

Title: 

Address: 


Telephone: 


Ms.  Joan  ByrcnaJane  Woo  and  Mr.  Ken  Schreiber 

Project  Planner  and  Supervising  Manager 

GSA,  Public  Building  Service, 

Portfolio  Management  Division  (9PT) 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  3rd  Floor 

San  Francisco,  California  94102-3400 

(415)  522-349577 


THE  PURPOSE  AND  NEED  FOR  THE  ACTION 

The  General  Services  Administration  (GSA),  in  cooperation  with  the  San  Francisco  Redevelop- 
ment Agency  (SFRA)  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  is  proposing  the  construction 
of  a  Federal  Building  with  approximately  475,000  occupiable  square  feet  (OSF)  (675,000  gross 
square  feet).  The  purpose  of  the  building  is  to  consolidate  federal  agencies  housed  in  multiple 
locations  to  increase  their  efficiency  and  reduce  the  amount  of  government  leased  space  currently 
held  in  the  City.  Law  enforcement  agencies  not  suitable  as  lease  tenants  would  also  be  housed 
in  this  building. 

The  federal  government  agencies  are  currently  housed  in  numerous  buildings  throughout  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  and  other  surrounding  Bay  Area  cities.  The  federal  government's  goal  is  to 
achieve  at  least  a  75  percent  owned  ratio  of  space  in  the  City.  By  1999,  assuming  the 
completion  of  all  projects  now  underway  or  planned,  and  assuming  the  development  of  a  new 
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federal  office  building,  the  federally  owned  portion  of  the  inventory  would  increase  to  75 
percent. 

Because  GSA  is  acting  as  the  "lead  agency"  for  this  project,  it  is  responsible  for  fulfilling  the 
requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  NEPA  requires  the  preparation 
of  EISs  for  federal  actions  with  potentially  significant  effects  on  the  environment.  Similarly, 
California  has  legislation  which  establishes  environmental  policy  on  the  state  level.  Under  the 
California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  must  be 
prepared  for  certain  development  actions.  This  document,  as  a  combined  EIS/EIR,  fulfills  the 
mandates  of  both  CEQA  and  NEPA. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  General  Services  Administration  is  proposing  the  construction  of  a  new  Federal  Building 
in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  (see  Figure  S-l).   The  structure  would  contain  approximately 
475,000  OSF  (675,000  gross  square  feet).  A  total  of  161  parking  spaces  will  be  included  as  part 
of  the  project  consisting  of  114  secured  underground  spaces  and  47  surface  spaces.  The 
structure  would  be  approximately  22  stories  tall  reaching  a  height  of  approximately  315  feet. 
|  The  new  building  would  house  approximately  2,740  employees  upon  its  opening.  For  purposes 
|  of  evaluating  impacts  of  the  proposed  building,  a  maximum  building  height  of  315  feet  was 
|  assumed  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site,  and  240  feet  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
|  Alternative  site. 

Under  two  of  the  alternatives  considered  in  this  document,  GSA  would  acquire  the  site  for  the 
project  from  SFRA  which  would,  in  conjunction  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  adopt  a 
Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  proposed  site,  acquire  the  site  from  the  current  landowner,  and 
reconvey  the  site  to  GSA. 

DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES 

In  accordance  with  the  NEPA,  and  CEQA,  the  United  States  General  Services  Administration, 
SFRA  and  City  are  considering  a  range  of  alternatives  that  could  feasibly  attain  the  basic 
objectives  of  the  proposed  project.  NEPA  and  CEQA  do  not  require  that  an  agency  consider 
every  possibility,  but  require  that  the  range  of  alternatives  be  comprehensive  and  reasonable  so 
that  the  agency  can  make  a  "reasoned  choice"  among  them.  Five  project  alternatives,  including 
the  No  Action  Alternative,  are  examined  in  this  EIS/EIR  and  are  representative  of  a  reasonable 
range  of  alternatives.  Each  of  the  alternative  project  sites  is  located  within  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  California. 

Each  of  the  five  alternatives  analyzed  in  this  EIS/EIR  is  further  described  in  the  discussion 
below. 
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Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  site  is  an  approximately  95,000-square-foot  parcel  comprising  half  of  the 
block  bounded  by  Tenth  Street  to  the  northeast,  Market  Street  to  the  northwest,  Eleventh  Street 
to  the  southwest  and  Mission  Street  to  the  southeast.  The  northwesterly  portion  of  the  site  fronts 
on  Market  Street,  the  northeasterly  portion  faces  Tenth  Street  and  the  southeasterly  border  of 
the  site  abuts  Mission  Street.  The  southwestern  site  boundary  is  a  line  which  roughly  bisects 
the  block.  Jessie  Street  presently  enters  into  a  portion  of  the  site  and  serves  as  side  or  rear 
entrance  to  several  of  the  existing  buildings  on  the  site.  Jessie  Street  would  be  abandoned  to 
accommodate  the  project.  (Note:  Streets  in  the  South  of  Market  area  run  generally  northeast- 
southwest  and  northwest-southeast.  For  ease  of  reading  this  document,  northwest-southeast 
streets  such  as  Tenth  are  referred  to  as  north-south  and  northeast-southwest  streets  such  as 
Market  Street  are  referred  to  as  east- west.) 

The  northern  portion  of  the  project  site  is  currently  covered  by  six  buildings  that  range  from  two 
to  five  stories.  Buildings  fronting  Market  Street  contain  retail  and  service  businesses.  The 
buildings  at  mid-block  fronting  Tenth  Street  are  mostly  vacant.  A  private  non-profit  agency,  the 
Independent  Living  Resource  Center,  is  located  onsite.  A  former  car  wash  and  pump  island 
canopy  are  located  on  the  corner  bounded  by  Mission  and  Tenth  Street.  The  Bank  of  America 
Data  Center  is  located  immediately  to  the  west  of  the  project  site  and  occupies  the  other  half  of 
the  block. 

Prior  to  acquisition,  SFRA  would  include  any  alternative  site  in  a  redevelopment  survey  area  and 
prepare  a  Preliminary  Redevelopment  Plan  for  review  and  approval  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission.  Following  completion  of  the  Preliminary  Plan,  a  Final  Redevelopment  Plan  would 
be  prepared  for  approval  by  the  SFRA,  reviewed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  for 
conformity  with  the  City  Master  Plan,  and  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  The  Final 
|  Redevelopment  Plan  and  any  other  authorizing  actions  would  be  approved  acted  on  following 
certification  of  this  environmental  review  document  pursuant  to  CEQA. 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Redevelopment  Project  Area  is  a  newly  designated  redevelopment  survey 
area  (Resolution  No.  161-93).  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  comprises  the  entire 
Redevelopment  Area.  Currently,  the  site  is  owned  by  Bank  of  America.  The  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA)  would  acquire  the  site  from  the  Bank  of  America  and  convey 
the  parcel  to  the  Federal  Government  for  the  new  Federal  Building. 

SFRA,  in  accordance  with  state  and  Federal  law,  would  relocate  existing  businesses  presently 
located  along  Market  Street  to  other  locations.   The  site  would  be  conveyed  to  the  Federal 

|  government  in  a  clean  and  developable  condition,  free  of  structures  and  debris.  Prior  to 
conveying  the  property  to  the  City,  Bank  of  America  would  demolish  the  structures  and  clean 

|  up  to  the  extent  required  by  law  any  hazardous  wastes  found  on  the  site. 
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SFRA  has  determined  that  the  proposed  redevelopment  would  remove  existing  conditions  of 
blight,  including  deteriorating  structures,  incompatible  mixtures  of  land  uses,  under-utilization 
of  land  and  any  contaminated  soil.  In  addition,  the  proposed  redevelopment  would  provide  for 
the  replacement  of  such  blight  with  a  new  office  building  providing  economic  benefits  to  the  City 
from  the  retention  of  a  large  payroll  and  the  purchase  of  local  services  to  support  its  operations 
(City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  April,  1993). 

Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

This  site  is  located  on  the  southeast  corner  of  the  block  bounded  by  Market  Street  on  the  north, 
Seventh  Street  on  the  east,  Mission  Street  on  the  south  and  Eighth  Street  on  the  south  west. 
This  site  contains  158,861  square  feet.  The  parcel  abuts  the  corner  of  Mission  and  Seventh 
Streets  and  was  formerly  used  as  a  Greyhound  bus  station.  Currently,  most  of  the  site  is  used 
for  surface  parking.  Two  former  hotels  are  located  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the  site.  These 
would  be  demolished  prior  to  the  site  development.  In  addition,  Jessie  Street,  which  is  located 
on  the  project  site  and  is  utilized  as  an  access  point  to  parking  areas  would  be  closed  with 
implementation  of  this  alternative.  Abandoned  roadway  areas  would  be  incorporated  into  the 
project's  development  area.  GSA  had  previously  examined  the  site  as  a  possible  location  for  the 
federal  building.  The  site's  proximity  to  the  Federal  Court  of  Appeals  is  considered  a  positive 
attribute. 

The  redevelopment  process  would  be  the  same  as  described  above  for  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  The  site  is  currently  in  private  ownership. 

Purchase  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  GSA  would  purchase  an  existing  building  to  consolidate  several  federal 
executive  agencies  in  one  location.  No  site  is  specified  in  the  EIS/EIR  for  a  building  purchase. 
If  this  alternative  were  chosen  by  GSA,  the  requirement  for  a  building  would  be  advertised,  and 
selection  would  be  made  by  competitive  action.  For  the  purposes  of  this  document,  the  analysis 
assumes  that  an  office  building  would  be  purchased  which  approximates  the  space  needs  of  the 
federal  agencies  to  be  housed  (475,000  OSF).  GSA  has  conducted  an  informal  site  search  and 
several  properties  were  identified  and  analyzed  for  suitability.  Specifics  regarding  the  properties 
are  confidential.  All  buildings  examined  would  likely  require  renovation  or  modification  to  meet 
the  special  needs  of  the  federal  agencies  that  would  be  housed  in  them. 

Lease  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  GSA  would  attempt  to  acquire  leases  of  large  blocks  of  commercial  office 
space  in  the  Downtown  or  near  the  Civic  Center.  The  goal  would  be  to  consolidate  agencies 
which  are  currently  split  into  two  or  more  locations.  This  would  increase  the  efficiency  of  the 
individual  agencies.  However,  it  would  not  accomplish  the  government's  goal  of  housing  75 
percent  of  its  agencies  in  federally  owned  space. 
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San  Francisco  currently  has  little  available  lease  space  that  would  satisfy  the  large  block 
requirements  of  the  federal  agencies  that  need  to  consolidate.  There  is  no  advantage  to  finding 
additional  leased  space  if  it  does  not  at  least  accomplish  the  goal  of  consolidation.  Acquiring 
additional  or  different  leased  space  would  generally  not  result  in  noticeable  environmental 
impacts.  Renovations  required  by  specific  agency  needs  may  create  short-term,  construction- 
related  impacts.  The  EIS/EIR  identifies  those  impacts  and  discusses  them  qualitatively. 

No  Action  Alternative 

NEPA  Section  1502. 14(d)  requires  that  an  "alternative  of  no  action"  be  included  in  the  analysis. 
Similarly,  CEQA  Section  15126(d)(4)  specifies  that  the  "no  project"  alternative  be  evaluated 
along  with  any  associated  impacts.  The  No  Action  Alternative  represents  the  status  quo  and 
provides  a  baseline  for  estimating  the  effects  of  other  alternatives. 

Currently,  the  federal  agencies  proposed  as  tenants  for  the  new  building  are  predominantly 
scattered  throughout  the  City  in  leased  properties.  Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  SFRA 
would  not  convey  or  purchase  the  site.  No  new  Federal  Building  would  be  constructed.  Federal 
agencies  would  continue  to  meet  their  space  needs  by  being  housed  in  existing  government- 
owned  and  leased  space. 

AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT 

San  Francisco  is  a  major  metropolitan  area  in  northern  California  and  the  west  coast.  The  new 
facility  will  be  located  within  the  city  limits  of  San  Francisco,  California.  The  City  of  San 
Francisco  is  located  within  San  Francisco  County.  The  nine  county  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
totals  approximately  7,000  square  miles1.  The  population  of  San  Francisco  in  1993  was 
approximately  752, 0002  (Department  of  Finance,  May  1994).  This  represented  a  3.9  percent 
increase  from  1990  when  the  population  was  724,000. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 

Of  the  16  impact  issues  covered,  several  stood  out  with  regard  to  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  and  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 

Hazardous  wind  conditions  are  the  most  important  issue  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Street 
Alternative.  Considerable  additional  study  was  undertaken  to  find  a  building  configuration  that 
did  not  exacerbate  the  existing  wind  conditions.  While  a  building  could  be  designed  that  did  not 
greatly  alter  current  conditions  and  would,  in  fact,  improve  them  to  some  degree,  the  impacts 


ABAG  uses  a  nine-county  area.  GSA  uses  a  five-county  area. 
The  City  of  San  Francisco  estimates  this  number  as  760,000. 
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still  would  be  considered  significant.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  additional  people  would  be 
introduced  to  this  already  very  windy  environment,  and  existing  exceedances  of  the  hazard 
criteria  would  continue.  Less  severe,  but  nevertheless  important,  the  project  would  generate 
some  additional  traffic  and  air  quality  degradation.  The  project  would  tend  to  have  a  beneficial 
impact  on  socioeconomic  conditions. 

Wind  is  not  as  serious  an  issue  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  as  it  is  at  the  Tenth 
and  Market  Alternative.  The  issue  that  appears  most  prominent  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Site 
is  historic  resources.  The  building  would  be  set  adjacent  to  an  historic  district  (Market  Street 
Theater  and  Loft  District)  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  U.S.  Court 
of  Appeals,  Ninth  Circuit,  a  National  Register  property  is  across  Seventh  Street.  However, 
potentially  significant  impacts  could  be  mitigated  through  design.  The  project  would  tend  to 
have  a  beneficial  impact  on  socioeconomic  conditions. 

Figure  S-2  summarizes  the  impacts  associated  with  each  of  the  project  alternatives.  For  each 
issue  area,  the  worst  degree  of  short-term,  long-term,  or  cumulative  impact  that  would  result 
from  project  implementation  appears  in  the  table.  A  description  of  the  coding  is  given  below 
the  table  and  a  brief  discussion  of  each  issue  area  follows. 

Geology  and  Landform 

Short-term  impacts  associated  with  instability  of  onsite  soils  during  grading  and  excavation  may 
occur  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  sites.  In  addition,  the  sites 
may  require  dewatering  during  construction  and  excavation.  These  impacts  are  considered 
potentially  significant,  but  mitigable  through  compliance  with  appropriate  policies,  standards  and 
Best  Management  Techniques.  Long-term  impacts  related  to  geology  and  landform  would  be 
less  than  significant.  The  potential  for  impacts  from  geologic  conditions  at  both  alternative  sites 
is  comparable. 

Vegetation  and  Wildlife 

No  rare,  threatened  and/or  endangered  vegetation  or  wildlife  species  are  known  to  occur  on  any 
of  the  alternative  sites  evaluated.  Impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife  are  considered  less  than 
significant.  The  potential  for  impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife  at  both  alternative  sites  is 
comparable. 

Drainage 

Short-term,  long-term  and  cumulative  impacts  related  to  flooding  and  drainage  at  any  of  the 
alternative  sites  are  considered  less  than  significant. 
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Geology/Landform 

Vegetation  and  Wildlife 

Drainage 

Air  Quality 

Noise 

Natural  or  Depletable  Resources 

Land  Use  Consistency 

Socioeconomics  &  Real  Estate  Market 

AestheticA/isual  Resources 

Historic  Resources 

Public  Utilities  &  Public  Services 

Transportation  and  Circulation 

Hazardous  Substances 

Wind 

Archaeological  Resources 

Shadow 

Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

Short-Term 

SM 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

SM 

LS 

SM 

LS 

1  Long-Term 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

SU 

LS 

LS 

Cumulative 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Short-Term 

SM 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

SM 

LS 

SM 

LS 

Long-Term 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

SU* 

LS 

LS 

Cumulative 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

Purchase  Alternative 

Short-Term 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

Long-Term 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

Cumulative 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

Lease  Alternative 

Short-Term 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

1  nnn-Tprm 
lui  i y    i  ci  1 1 1 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

r  Cumulative 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

No  Action  Alternative 

Short-Term 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

Long-Term 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

Cumulative 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

LS 

*  NOTE:  One  option  tested  for  Seventh  and  Mission  did  not  result  in  wind  hazard  exceedances. 


[B]   Beneficial  impacts  which  Improve  existing  conditions.  A  beneficial  impact  is  a  consequence  brought  about  by  the  project 
which  will  improve  or  have  a  positive  effect  on  the  environment. 

[SU]  Significant  unavoidable  adverse  Impacts  which  cannot  be  mitigated.  A  significant  unavoidable  impact  is  a  problem  for  which 
a  solution  has  not  been  formulated  due  either  to  the  limits  of  technical  and/or  scientific  knowledge  or  infeasibility  from  a  technical, 
economic  and/or  social  policy  reasons. 

[SM]  Significant  adverse  environmental  Impacts  that  can  be  feasibly  mitigated  or  avoided.  In  these  cases,  the  consequences  of  a 
project  are  considered  sufficiently  serious  that  some  form  of  mitigation  planning  is  needed.  These  mitigations  can  involve 
modifications  to  the  project,  changing  the  project  design  to  avoid  conflicts  with  environmental  values,  or  performing  data  collection 
procedures  and  other  mitigation  prior  to  construction  (e.g.,  archaeological  data  recovery  programs). 

[LS]  Adverse  project  Impacts  found  to  be  less  than  significant  Less-than-significant  impacts  describe  the  consequences  of  a 
project  that  are  not  sufficiently  disruptive  to  require  mitigation  measures.  Minor  changes  in  the  environment  that  have  no  serious 
consequences  on  the  abundance  or  diversity  of  plant  or  animal  life,  for  example,  are  classified  as  adverse  but  less  than 
significant. 

FIGURE  S-2 

SUMMARY  OF  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSEQUENCES 
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Air  Quality 

Short-term  emissions  associated  with  demolition  and  excavation  activities  at  the  Tenth  and 
Market  or  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets  would  be  less  than  significant.  Long  term  and 
cumulative  impacts  of  the  project  are  considered  less  than  significant.  The  potential  for  impacts 
to  air  quality  at  both  alternative  sites  is  comparable. 

Noise 

Project  implementation  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  or  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  result 
in  short-term  noise  and  vibration  impacts  during  construction.  These  impacts  are  less  than 
significant.  Similarly,  long-term  noise  impacts  associated  with  electrical  and  mechanical 
equipment,  loading  docks  and  operation  of  the  building  would  not  create  significant  noise 
impacts.  Cumulative  noise  impacts  are  also  less  than  significant.  The  potential  for  impacts 
from  noise  at  both  alternative  sites  is  comparable. 

Natural  or  Depletable  Resources 

Project  implementation  would  not  significantly  impact  resource  supplies  necessary  for 
construction  in  the  short-term  or  the  long-term  rate  at  which  mineral,  aggregate,  natural  gas  and 
petroleum  resources  are  consumed.  Therefore,  impacts  to  natural  and  depletable  resources  are 
less  than  significant.  The  potential  for  impacts  to  natural  or  depletable  resources  at  both 
alternative  sites  is  comparable. 

Land  Use  Consistency 

Both  the  Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternatives  would  be  generally  consistent 
with  applicable  goals  and  policies  contained  in  San  Francisco  planning  documents.  The  Purchase 
Alternative  and  Lease  Alternative  would  also  be  generally  consistent  with  applicable  San 
Francisco  planning  documents.  However,  the  Lease  Alternative  would  not  respond  to  the  Civic 
Center  Plan's  Objective  2,  Policy  4,  which  states: 

Encourage  administration-oriented  governmental  Junctions  (executive, 
legislative  and  judicial)  to  locate  in  new  consolidated  facilities  rather  than 
being  dispersed  throughout  the  adjacent  area  in  leased  or  rented  quarters. 

Socioeconomics  and  Real  Estate  Market 

Development  of  the  project  on  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  not  substantially  impact 
housing  supply  or  demand.  Employment  opportunities  would  be  created  during  construction  and 
federal  jobs  would  be  preserved  in  the  City.  In  addition,  policies  related  to  the  retention  of 
business  and  government  functions  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  would  be  implemented. 
These  are  considered  beneficial  economic  impacts.  Office  space  vacancy  rates  in  downtown  San 
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Francisco  would  not  be  substantially  affected  by  the  new  federal  building.  Therefore,  impacts 
to  the  local  commercial  real  estate  market  would  be  less  than  significant. 

On  the  site,  the  project  would  displace  several  commercial  and  retail  land  uses.  This  impact 
would  be  mitigated  to  less  than  significant  through  relocation  assistance. 

Implementation  of  the  federal  building  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  site  would  alter 
the  socioeconomic  characteristics  of  the  immediate  neighborhood  but  is  anticipated  to  have 
generally  beneficial  impacts  on  the  area.  Increased  demand  for  higher  end  services  may 
indirectly  pressure  some  residential  hotel  activities  present  in  the  area  to  convert  to  other  uses, 
but  because  residential  hotels  are  protected  by  San  Francisco  ordinances,  the  effect  would  be 
limited.  The  overall  socioeconomic  impact  will  be  beneficial. 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  not  have  a  discernable  effect  on  Bay  Area  population  or  housing 
or  affect  the  office  space  vacancy  rates  in  the  downtown  San  Francisco  Area.  Therefore, 
impacts  to  population,  housing  and  vacancy  rates  are  less  than  significant.  The  preservation  of 
Federal  jobs  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  is  considered  to  be  a  beneficial  impact  of  the 
Purchase  Alternative.  Similarly,  this  alternative  would  help  implement  City  of  San  Francisco 
polices  related  to  the  retention  of  business  and  attraction  of  government  functions  to  the  City. 
This  is  also  considered  a  beneficial  impact. 

Socioeconomic  impacts  associated  with  the  Lease  Alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  described 
under  the  Purchase  Alternative  and  are  generally  less  than  significant  or  beneficial. 

Aesthetic/ Visual  Resources 

Short-term  visual  impacts  associated  with  construction  for  both  the  Tenth  and  Market  and 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternatives  would  be  noticeable  in  surrounding  areas.  Due  to  the 
temporary  nature  of  these  visual  nuisances,  this  impact  is  considered  less  than  significant.  The 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  not  result  in  major  changes  in  the  established  development 
pattern  as  there  are  existing  developments  in  the  immediate  area  of  similar  size  and  scale. 
Therefore,  the  aesthetic  impacts  of  this  alternative  are  considered  less  than  significant. 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  is  within  a  subarea  of  the  greater  Civic  Center.  The  scale 
of  the  building  is  within  that  contemplated  under  various  planning  documents  and  planning  code 
requirements  designed  to  protect  the  greater  Civic  Center  Area.  Therefore,  the  impact  on 
aesthetic  and  visual  resources  environment  of  the  Civic  Center  area  would  be  less  than 
significant.  The  Purchase  Alternative  and  Lease  Alternative  would  not  involve  any  new  impacts 
to  aesthetics  or  visual  resources. 
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Historic  Resources 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  Federal  Building  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  or  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  generally  conform  to  City  guidelines,  policies  and 
regulations.  Impacts  would  be  less  than  significant  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  There 
are  more  historic  resources  in  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  vicinity.  Therefore,  there  is 
a  greater  potential  for  impacts  to  these  resources.  At  Seventh  and  Mission  Street,  an 
incompatible  design  could  possibly  result  in  an  adverse  effect  on  the  integrity  of  the  setting  for 
properties  listed  on,  or  determined  eligible  for  listing  on,  the  NRHP.  These  impacts  would  be 
less  than  significant  with  design  of  a  compatible  new  building.  The  potential  for  impacts  to 
historic  resources  at  the  alternative  sites  is  different. 

Public  Utilities  and  Public  Services 

Impacts  to  electricity,  natural  gas,  solid  waste,  water  supply,  and  wastewater  are  less  than 
significant  for  all  of  the  alternatives.  Impacts  to  police  protection  are  considered  less  than 
significant.  Upgrading  infrastructure  to  supply  adequate  fire  flow  rates  would  keep  fire 
protection  impacts  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission  alternatives  less  than 
significant. 

Transportation  and  Circulation 

During  construction,  additional  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated  in  the  proximity  of  the  Tenth 
and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  sites.  Because  the  increase  in  traffic  volume 
is  short-term,  this  impact  is  considered  less  than  significant. 

The  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  at  the  intersections  studied  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
would  not  be  reduced.  Therefore,  this  long  term  impact  is  less  than  significant.  Parking 
demand  could  be  met  by  nearby  parking  garages.  Therefore,  this  impact  is  considered  less  than 
significant.  Pedestrian  and  bicycle  traffic  would  increase  within  areas  surrounding  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site  and  would  be  the  greatest  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  These  impacts  are  considered 
less  than  significant.  Truck  deliveries  would  be  less  than  significant  with  the  creation  of  off- 
street  spaces.  Distribution  of  vehicular  traffic  onto  Tenth  Street  may  result  in  localized 
circulation  impacts  to  both  traffic  on  Tenth  Street  and  traffic  entering  and  exiting  the  site,  but 
these  impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant.  Cumulative  2010  traffic  volumes  for  the 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  not  reduce  the  local  traffic  flows  for  any  of  the  intersections 
studied.  All  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or  above.  Traffic  volumes  could  be  further 
reduced,  however,  through  implementation  of  transportation  program  measures.  Transit  impacts 
for  the  year  2010  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  will  increase  PM  peak  hour  outbound 
demand  by  less  than  one  percent.  This  is  considered  a  less  than  significant  impact. 

Short-term  impacts  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  be  identical  to  those  of  the 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.     Trip  generation  characteristics  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
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Alternative  were  assumed  to  be  identical  to  those  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  site.  The  addition 
of  project  traffic  would  not  change  any  existing  LOS.  Cumulative  2010  growth  projection  traffic 
for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  result  in  two  intersections  operating  at  LOS  F 
and  one  operating  at  LOS  D  (see  Section  3.12  for  an  explanation  of  these  terms),  but  these 
levels  of  service  are  expected  to  occur  with  or  without  the  project.  The  Seventh  and  Mission 
alternative  would  include  the  closure  of  Jessie  Street,  a  surface  street  that  is  utilized  to  access 
several  parking  areas  located  on  the  project  site.  With  the  closure  of  Jessie  Street,  these  parking 
areas  would  continue  to  have  ingress  and  egress  access  points  off  Stevenson  and  Mission  Streets. 
In  addition,  because  Jessie  Street  is  not  a  through  street,  the  overall  impact  of  closing  this  street 
from  a  traffic  operation  standpoint  is  considered  to  be  less  than  significant. 

It  should  be  noted  that  a  clarification  section  was  added  on  page  4.12-22  to  explain  the  use  of 
different  methodologies  and  assumptions  in  this  EIS/EIR  as  compared  to  the  South  of  Market 
Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment. 

Hazardous  Substances 

Construction  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternatives  would  require  the 
demolition  or  renovation  of  structures  which  could  contain  asbestos,  lead  pipes,  or  lead  based 
paint.  Contaminated  soil  or  groundwater  could  be  encountered.  Exposure  of  construction 
workers  and  others  to  such  hazards  is  considered  to  be  a  short-term,  potentially  significant 
impact,  but  this  impact  could  be  reduced  to  less  than  significant  through  implementation  of 
appropriate  remediation  activities  including  the  use  of  health  and  safety  precautions. 

Ground  water  contamination  may  be  present  beneath  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 
Dewatering  of  potentially  contaminated  groundwater  during  excavation  is  considered  a  potentially 
significant  impact,  which  could  be  mitigated  by  remediation,  including  health  and  safety 
precautions.  Long  term  impacts  at  both  sites  are  less  than  significant. 

Wind 

Wind  impacts  were  assessed  in  terms  of  speed  and  duration  for  both  the  City  comfort  criteriaen 
(11  mph  winds)  and  the  hazard  criteria  (26  mph)  for  pedestrian  areas  (11  mph  winds).  Multiple 
test  points  to  measure  wind  speed  were  selected  surrounding  the  Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh 
and  Mission  Alternative  sites.  Eleven  building  options  were  analyzed  for  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  and  two  were  examined  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 

At  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  significant  unavoidable  impacts  would  occur  as  a  result 
of  wind  speeds  exceeding  the  26  mph  hazard  criterion  for  more  than  one  hour  per  year  at  several 
test  point  locations  for  the  best  case  of  the  tested  building  options.  Although  the  overall  hours 
of  exceedances  would  be  reduced,  approximately  3,000  persons  would  be  introduced  to  severe 
wind  conditions.    Impacts  are  considered  significant  because  additional  people  would  be 
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introduced  to  this  already  very  windy  area,  and  because  existing  exceedances  would  continue. 
These  impacts  are  significant  and  unavoidable. 

For  one  of  the  two  building  options  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative,  significant 
unavoidable  impacts  would  occur  as  a  result  of  wind  speeds  at  several  test  point  locations 
exceeding  the  26  mph  criterion  for  more  than  one  hour.  The  other  building  option  resulted  in 
no  hazard  exceedances.  The  impacts  from  wind  are  considerably  more  severe  at  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site  than  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site. 

Archaeological  Resources 

Short-term  construction  activities  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  or  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  Alternative  could  damage  or  disturb  any  onsite  archaeological  resources.  This  impact 
is  considered  potentially  significant  but  could  be  mitigated  through  a  program  of  archaeological 
testing  and  evaluation.  Long-term  impacts  associated  with  operation  of  the  building  would  not 
affect  cultural  resources  and  are  considered  less  than  significant. 

Shadow 

Shadows  created  by  implementation  of  the  proposed  federal  building  at  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  would  not  affect  the  War  Memorial  open  space  or  the  Civic  Center  Plaza,  both 
protected  by  the  San  Francisco  sunlight  ordinance  (Section  295,  Planning  Code),  or  the  UN 
Plaza  and  Fulton  Street  Mall.  Similarly  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative,  the  Civic 
Center  Plaza,  Mini  Langton  Park,  and  the  park  at  Sixth  and  Folsom  Street,  all  protected  by  the 
ordinance,  would  not  be  affected.  Shadow  from  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  would  affect  the 
UN  Plaza  and  Fulton  Street  in  the  mornings  in  late  Fall  and  early  Winter.  However,  because 
protected  properties  would  not  be  affected,  shadow  impacts  for  both  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  and  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  were  considered  less  than  significant. 

LIST  OF  FEDERAL,  STATE,  AND  LOCAL  AGENCIES  FROM  WHICH  COMMENTS 
WERE  RECEIVED 

Refer  to  Section  12. 

EIS/EIR  MADE  AVAILABLE  TO  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY  AND 
THE  PUBLIC 

Draft  Statement/Report:  April  11,  1996 
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1.1         PURPOSE  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

The  purpose  of  the  proposed  project  is  to  1)  reduce  the  amount  of  leased  space  utilized  by  the 
federal  government;  2)  consolidate  offices  of  several  federal  executive  agencies  located  in  San 
Francisco  into  a  single  building  in  or  near  the  Central  Business  District  (CBD),  and  3)  house  law 
enforcement  agencies  not  suitable  as  lease  tenants.  The  needs  are  more  fully  described  in 
Sections  1.2  and  1.3,  below.  The  United  States  General  Services  Administration  (GSA) 
proposes  to  address  these  needs  by  constructing  a  Federal  Building  which  will  have  approxi- 
mately 475,000  occupiable  square  feet  (OSF),  or  approximately  675,000  gross  square  feet 
(GSF),  of  space.  Furthermore,  the  development  of  the  project  would  include  the  construction 
of  approximately  114  interior  and  47  surface  parking  spaces.  The  proposed  project  would  be 
sited  in  the  greater  Civic  Center  area,  near  the  Central  Business  District  (CBD)  of  the  City  of 
San  Francisco,  California.  Under  two  of  the  alternatives  considered  in  this  document,  GSA 
would  acquire  the  site  for  the  project  from  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA) 
which  would,  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  adopt  a  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  proposed  site, 
acquire  the  site  from  the  current  landowner,  and  reconvey  the  site  to  GSA.  As  currently 
proposed,  the  building  will  be  completed  in  2001. 

1.1.1  Agencies  Involved  and  Number  of  Participants/Occupants 

Upon  project  completion,  the  proposed  structure  would  provide  the  federal  government  with 
approximately  475,000  OSF,  or  approximately  675,000  GSF,  of  office  space  for  various  federal 
agencies.  Some  of  the  agencies  that  have  been  currently  proposed  to  occupy  the  building  are 
Alcohol,  Tobacco  and  Firearms,  Customs,  Secret  Service,  Small  Business  Administration, 
Internal  Revenue  Service,  and  General  Accounting  Office.  The  facility  could  house  up  to  3,000 
employees,  although  the  proposed  population  of  the  current  housing  plan  is  2,748.  A  complete 
list  of  agencies  proposed  for  occupancy  of  the  Federal  Building  is  shown  in  Table  2-3  in  Section 
2.0. 

The  proposed  federal  housing  plan  may  differ  from  the  present  list  of  occupants  of  the  federal 
building  by  the  time  it  is  complete.  The  current  housing  plan  (October  23,  1995)  represents  the 
federal  government's  present  intent  for  occupancy  of  the  building.  If  the  housing  plan  is 
modified  to  the  extent  that  environmental  impacts  may  differ  from  those  discussed  in  this 
EIS/EIR,  subsequent  environmental  documentation  may  be  prepared. 

1.1.2  Lead  Agencies,  Affected  Agencies,  and  Authorizing  Actions 

This  project  involves  discretionary  actions  by  GSA,  the  SFRA  and  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  ("City"  or  "San  Francisco")  Planning  Commission.    Accordingly,  this  project  is 
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subject  to  both  the  federal  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  and  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA).  GSA  is  the  lead  agency  for  the  purposes  of  NEPA  and  the 
SFRA  Commission  and  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  are  co-lead  agencies  for  the 
purposes  of  CEQA.  A  "lead  agency"  is  the  agency  with  principal  responsibility  for  carrying  out 
or  approving  a  project  and  preparing  the  necessary  environmental  documentation.  The  following 
paragraphs  describe  the  review  process  in  more  detail  and  discuss  the  various  authorizing  actions 
that  may  be  required. 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  Relevance  to  Federal  Regulation  and 
Executive  Orders 

The  General  Services  Administration  (GSA),  Pacific  Rim  Region  9,  is  the  "lead  agency"  with 
respect  to  fulfilling  the  NEPA  requirements  for  the  proposed  project.  As  defined  by  NEPA,  the 
"lead  agency"  is  the  federal  agency  that  has  the  primary  responsibility  for  preparing  this 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS). 

Many  federal  agencies  are  required  to  comply  with  procedures  mandated  by  statutes  other  than 
NEPA.  The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  states  that  when  an  agency  must  comply 
with  the  environmental  procedures  of  other  statutes,  compliance  with  these  regulations  should 
be  incorporated  into  the  NEPA  process  (40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  1502.25).  In  other 
words,  if  an  agency  must  comply  with  separate  legislation  (e.g.  the  Endangered  Species  Act 
(ESA),  the  Pollution  Prevention  Act,  the  Community  Right  to  Know  Act,  etc.),  regulations, 
and/or  Executive  Orders  (EOs),  the  NEPA  process  may  be  utilized  to  fulfill  these  needs  and 
requirements.  Although  the  procedures  may  be  integrated,  the  overall  statutory  requirements 
remain  independent. 

GSA  has  adopted  Order  PBS  P  1095. 4B,  Preparation  of  Environmental  Assessments  and 
Environmental  Impact  Statements,  which  requires  the  inclusion  of  applicable  environmental 
statutes  into  the  NEPA  planning  process.  These  laws,  regulations,  and  EOs  are  identified  and 
discussed  within  the  appropriate  EIS  issue  areas  of  this  document.  For  example,  the  Endangered 
Species  Act  is  identified  and  its  applicability  to  the  project  is  discussed  within  Section  3.2, 
Vegetation  and  Wildlife. 

Authorizing  actions  by  GSA  for  the  proposed  project  following  completion  of  the  environmental 
review  process  would  include  issuance  of  a  Record  of  Decision  approving  the  project,  acquisition 
or  lease  of  the  project  site,  and,  if  a  purchase  alternative  is  selected,  authorization  of  that  action. 
Project  construction  (which  will  be  completed  through  a  lease  purchase  action)  has  already  been 
authorized  by  unilateral  Congressional  action. 

The  specific  authorizing  actions  required  for  each  alternative  are  set  forth  in  the  description  of 
alternatives  in  Section  2.1. 
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California  Environmental  Quality  Act  Relevance  to  the  Proposed  Action 

Whereas  the  NEPA  directs  environmental  policy  on  the  national  or  federal  level,  CEQA  directs 
environmental  policy  on  the  state  level.  Like  NEPA,  CEQA  requires  decision-makers  to 
document  and  consider  the  environmental  implications  of  their  actions.  CEQA  applies  to 
governmental  agencies  at  all  levels  including  state,  regional  and  local. 

Environmental  review  documents  for  redevelopment  projects  in  San  Francisco  are  jointly 
certified  by  the  SFRA  Commission  and  City  Planning  Commission. 

If  a  site  to  be  acquired  by  SFRA  is  the  selected  alternative,  authorizing  actions  by  SFRA  and 
the  city  following  completion  of  the  environmental  review  process  under  CEQA  would  include 
certification  of  the  final  environmental  impact  report  with  the  City  Planning  Commission  and 
approval  of  the  Redevelopment  Plan  for  the  site  and  approval  of  site  acquisition  and  reconvey- 
ance to  GSA.  The  Redevelopment  Plan  would  be  approved  by  the  SFRA  Commission,  reviewed 
for  conformity  with  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  and 
adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  Depending  on  the  alternative  selected  and  circumstances 
at  the  time  of  project  approval,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  SFRA,  and  the  Planning  Commission 
may  take  other  actions  in  connection  with  the  project  (e.g.,  issuance  of  bonds  to  finance 
acquisition,  vacating  the  Jessie  Street  stub  at  Tenth  and  Markctfor  either  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative;  or  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative).  If  any  actions  in  connection  with  the  project 
are  found  to  be  not  in  conformance  with  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  conforming 
amendments  to  the  Master  Plan  may  be  proposed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  following  Planning 
Commission  review. 

Other  Federal  and  Local  Agencies 

In  addition  to  GSA  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  several  federal,  state,  regional,  and  local 
agencies  will  utilize  the  information  contained  within  this  EIS/EIR  to  grant  discretionary 
approvals  and/or  permits  for  the  proposed  project.  In  several  cases,  additional  information  could 
be  required  by  these  agencies  to  supplement  the  information  contained  within  this  document. 

Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  authorizes  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA) 
to  review  and  comment  on  any  matter  subject  to  NEPA  and  refer  to  the  CEQ  any  matter 
determined  to  be  unsatisfactory  from  the  standpoint  of  public  health,  welfare,  or  environmental 
quality.  Furthermore,  EPA's  authority  to  comment  on  Draft  EISs  derives  from  its  role  as  an 
agency  with  jurisdiction  by  law  and  special  expertise  concerning  the  environmental  impacts 
associated  with  most  federal  proposals. 

The  proposed  project  sites  are  located  in  the  greater  Civic  Center.  The  Civic  Center  includes 
two  National  Register  districts.  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA) 
requires  consultation  with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  and  the  Advisory  Council  on 
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Historic  Preservation  for  any  federal  undertaking.  In  addition,  Section  106  requires 
consideration  of  any  potential  impacts  to  subsurface  archaeological  resources. 

All  federal  projects  are  subject  to  the  requirement  for  consultation  with  the  United  States  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service. 

The  proposed  action  and  alternatives  are  situated  within  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Basin, 
which  is  under  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  jurisdiction.  The 
BAAQMD  has  the  responsibility  for  improving  the  air  quality  within  the  areas  under  its 
jurisdiction  to  comply  with  the  CAA  of  1988  and  the  Federal  CAA  of  1970  as  amended  in  1990. 
BAAQMD  would  be  required  to  make  a  consistency  determination  for  this  project  under  the 
CAA. 

1.2         NEED  FOR  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Although  several  Federal  law  enforcement  agencies  are  currently  housed  in  commercially  leased 
space,  GSA  has  found  lessors  to  be  increasingly  hesitant  to  offer  space  in  their  commercial 
office  buildings  to  functions  which  they  view  as  incompatible  with  the  office  functions  of  their 
other  tenants.  Security  needs  are  not  easily  met  in  a  standard  public  office  building. 
Furthermore,  GSA  is  finding  it  difficult  to  obtain  the  amount  of  secured  nearby  parking  that  is 
required  to  accommodate  law  enforcement  vehicles  needed  for  rapid  response.  It  is  apparent  that 
law  enforcement  agencies  are  most  appropriately  located  in  a  federally-owned  facility  where 
these  needs  can  more  easily  be  accommodated  in  the  initial  design  of  the  building.  GSA  needs 
additional  Federal  space  to  meet  these  requirements  because  all  other  Federal  space  in  the  City 
is  fully  programmed. 

In  San  Francisco,  approximately  half  of  the  space  occupied  by  Federal  agencies  is  leased  at 
various  locations  throughout  the  City's  Central  Business  District  and  in  the  greater  Civic  Center 
area.  Several  agencies  have  offices  in  more  than  one  building.  Cost  savings  can  be  achieved  by 
consolidating  offices,  thereby  increasing  efficiency  of  operations  and  eliminating  redundant 
activities.  By  adding  federally-owned  space,  GSA  can  promote  the  consolidation  of  Federal 
offices  and  reduce  reliance  on  the  rental  market  to  provide  blocks  of  space  of  sufficient  size  to 
accomplish  these  consolidations.  This  is  especially  important  in  a  real  estate  market  in  which 
large  blocks  of  contiguous  office  space  are  in  short  supply. 

Federal  regulations  require  that  in  meeting  space  needs  in  urban  areas  "First  consideration  shall 
be  given  to  a  centralized  business  area."  [40  CFR  101-17.002],  In  addition,  "Site  selection  and 
space  assignment  shall  take  into  account:  (1)  The  management  needs  for  consolidation  of 
agencies  or  activities  in  common  or  adjacent  space  to  improve  management  and  administration 
and  effect  economies"  [40  CFR  101. 17002].  The  proposed  project  is  designed  to  achieve  these 
requirements.  It  would  also  meet  the  City's  objective  of  "promoting  the  efficiency  and 
convenience  of  the  civic  center  as  a  cohesive  area  for  the  administrative  functions  of  City,  State 
and  Federal  government"  (City  of  San  Francisco,  Civic  Center  Plan  1988,  Objective  2). 
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1.3         HISTORY  AND  BACKGROUND  OF  PROJECT 

The  project  for  construction  of  a  new  Federal  Building  in  San  Francisco  was  initiated  by 
congressional  authorization.  Public  Law  100-202  required  the  Administrator  of  General  Services 
to  acquire  a  430,000  occupiable  square  foot  Federal  office  building  through  a  lease  purchase 
agreement.  The  proposed  building  was  to  be  constructed  on  a  site  to  be  donated  by  the  City  of 
San  Francisco.  Subsequently,  Public  Law  102-393  increased  the  size  of  the  proposed  building 
to  475,000  occupiable  square  feet.  Pursuant  to  the  congressional  legislation,  GSA  and  the  City 
have  examined  a  number  of  potential  sites;  however,  the  two  construction  site  alternatives 
assessed  in  this  document  appeared  to  meet  the  Federal  needs  most  effectively. 

1.3.1  Project  Area  Profile 

The  project  is  located  in  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  For  federal  planning  purposes, 
GSA  uses  a  regional  federal  commute  area  which  includes  five  counties  (Alameda,  Contra  Costa, 
Marin,  San  Francisco,  San  Mateo).  This  differs  from  the  nine  county  planning  area  used  by  the 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG). 

The  population  of  San  Francisco  in  1993  was  approximately  752,000'.  The  population  of  the 
City  and  County  grew  by  7  percent  over  the  ten  year  period  from  1980  to  1990.  The  population 
of  San  Francisco  is  expected  to  reach  approximately  819,000  by  the  year  2010  (ABAG  1992). 

1.3.2  Federal  Space  Situation 

The  federal  government  agencies  are  currently  housed  in  numerous  buildings  throughout  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  and  other  surrounding  Bay  Area  cities.  Table  1-1  lists  an  inventory  of  the 
largest  GSA  leased  spaces  in  San  Francisco  while  Table  1-2  shows  the  inventory  of  government 
owned  space  in  San  Francisco. 

Total  leaseholdings  in  San  Francisco  approach  1.81  million  square  feet,  or  49  percent  of  the 
federal  inventory  (GSA,  1994).  The  federal  government's  goal  is  to  achieve  at  least  75  percent 
owned  ratio  of  space  in  the  City.  By  2001,  with  the  completion  of  all  projects  now  underway 
or  planned,  and  with  the  development  of  a  new  federal  office  building,  the  federally  owned 
portion  of  the  inventory  would  increase  to  75  percent  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 


The  City  of  San  Francisco  believes  that  the  population  figures  provided  by  the  Census  of  1990  were  incorrect. 
The  figures  provided  here  are  from  the  Department  of  Finance,  May,  1994.  The  differences  in  population 
estimates  are  not  great  enough  to  affect  the  analysis  in  this  report. 
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Table  1-1.  Major  Federal  Government  Leases  (100,000  OSF  or  More) 

San  Francisco,  California 


Year  Lease  Expires 

Location 

OSP 

Number  of 
Employees 

Tenant 

June  30,  1996 

211  Main  Street 

148,193 

553 

Various  Federal  Executive  Agencies 

September  30,  1996 

75  Hawthorne  Street 

105,315 

485 

Health  and  Human  Services  -  Office  of 
the  Secretary  and  Health  Care  Financing 

oeptemoer  jU,  zuuy 

75  Hawthorne  Street 

AC/4 

1    1  ACi 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and 
other  various  federal  executive  agencies 

inn|    \A       1  QQA 

Tishman  Building 
525  Market  Street 

on*,  aao 
,ooy 

1 , 1  JO 

General  Services  Administration  Region- 
al Office,  State  Department  -  Consular 
Affairs,  Social  Security  Administration  - 
Office  of  Hearings  and  Appeals,  Merit 
Systems  Protection  Board,  Federal  Mari- 
time Commission,  Air  Force,  Justice 
Department  -  Office  of  the  Inspector 
General-Passport  Office 

April  19,  2002 

Stevenson  Place 
71  Stevenson  St. 

133,516 

713 

Department  of  Labor 

July  31,  2000 

Regional  Office  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service 
1650  Mission  St. 

108,555 

616 

Regional  Office  of  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service 

Source:  Space  Management  Division,  Building  and  Assignments  Master  List  as  of  9/29/95. 
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Table  1-2.  Inventory  of  Government-Owned  Space 
San  Francisco,  California 


Year  Built 

Building,  Address,  City 

OSF/GSF 

Number  of 
Employees 

Major  Tenants 

1964 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building 
450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA 

964,823/ 
1,418,170 

3,837 

Various  Federal  Executive  Agencies  and  U.S.  Dis- 
trict Court 

1936* 

Federal  Office  Building 
50  United  Nations  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA 

183,654/ 
358,910 

857 

Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Food 
ano  urug  Aomimstrauon,  Department  ot  educa- 
tion 

1911* 

U.S.  Custom  House 
555  Battery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA 

86,985/ 
128,082 

0 

Building  is  currently  vacant.  Under  seismic  reno- 
vation and  rehabilitation. 

1945** 

U.S.  Appraisers  Building 
630  Sansome  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA 

304,046/ 
477,158 

1,313 

U.S.  Forest  Service,  immigration  and  Naturaliza- 
tion Service,  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  - 
South  Pacific  Division  and  the  U.S.  Customs  Ser- 
vice, Various  Others 

1905* 

U.S.  Court  of  Appeals, 
Ninth  Circuit 
Seventh  and  Mission 
San  Francisco,  CA 

191,372/ 
327,310 

231 

Building  w  currently  vacant. — Under  oeinmio  reno 

vation  and  rehabilitation.  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals; 
Building  reopened  October  17,  1996. 

N/A3 

U.S.  Postal  Service 
390  Main  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA 

101,061/ 
N/A3 

290 

Treasury  Department,  Justice  Department  -  Drug 
Enforcement  Agency  and  GSA  -  Federal  Supply 
Service 

1874* 

Old  Mint 

88  Fifth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA 

60,900/ 
100,711 

N/A*** 

U.S.  Department  of  Treasury 

Sources:       Space  Management  Division,  Building  and  Assignments  Master  List  as  of  9/29/95. 

Notes:  N/A  Information  not  available 

*      Denotes  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

**     Denotes  eligibility  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

***   Building  is  currently  being  vacated. 


2  A  review  of  the  impact  analysis  already  conducted  for  the  project  found  that  this  change  would 
not  create  any  significant  impacts  not  already  identified  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIS. 

3  Although  federally  owned,  it  is  operated  by  the  Postal  Service.  Because  of  its  special  nature.  Post  Office  space 
is  not  counted  towards  federal  office  space  inventory. 
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1.3.3       Scoping  Process 
Purpose  of  the  Scoping  Process 

The  CEQ  regulations  (40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  1500-1508)  that  implement  the  NEPA 
direct  federal  agencies  to  engage  in  a  public  scoping  process.  Public  participation  when 
preparing  an  EIS  is  required  to  ensure  appropriate  communications  with  affected  and  interested 
parties.  The  extent  of  public  participation  is  based  on  the  magnitude  of  environmental 
consequences  associated  with  the  proposed  actions,  anticipated  public  interest,  impact  on  national 
security,  and  project  classification. 

Early  public  consultation  is  also  specified  in  Section  15083  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines. 
Consultation  with  the  public  early  in  the  process  serves  to  solve  many  potential  problems  that 
may  arise  in  more  serious  forms  later  in  the  review  process.  Public  scoping  is  necessary  when 
preparing  a  joint  EIS/EIR  with  a  federal  agency. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  scoping  process  is  to  determine  the  contents  of  the  EIS/EIR  so  that 
preparation  of  the  document  can  be  effectively  managed.  Scoping  is  intended  to  ensure  that 
issues  of  public  concern  are  identified  early  and  properly  studied,  that  issues  of  little  significance 
do  not  consume  time  and  effort,  that  the  ©faft-EIS/EIR  (DEIS/EIR)  is  thorough  and  balanced, 
and  that  delays  occasioned  by  an  inadequate  ©EIS/EIR  are  avoided.  The  scoping  process 
should: 

•  Identify  the  public  and  agency  concerns; 

•  Clearly  define  the  environmental  issues  and  alternatives  to  be  examined  in  the 
EIS/EIR,  including  the  elimination  of  nonsignificant  issues; 

•  Identify  related  issues  that  originate  from  separate  legislation,  regulation,  or 
Executive  Order  (e.g.,  historic  preservation  or  endangered  species  concerns);  and 

•  Identify  state  and  local  agency  requirements  that  must  be  addressed. 

An  effective  scoping  process  can  help  reduce  unnecessary  paperwork  and  time  delays  in 
preparing  and  processing  the  EIS/EIR  by  clearly  identifying  all  relevant  procedural  requirements. 
In  addition,  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15083  specifies  that  scoping  is  an  effective  way  to  bring 
interested  parties  (federal,  state,  local,  proponents  of  the  action)  together  and  resolve  concerns. 

Results  of  the  Scoping  Process 

The  preliminary  scoping  process  conducted  for  this  EIS/EIR  began  with  discussions  between 
GSA  and  the  SFRA  concerning  the  scope  of  the  EIS/EIR  and  the  potentially  significant  issues. 
A  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  announcing  the  formal  scoping  meeting  and  soliciting  comments  from 
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public  agencies  and  interested  parties  was  published  in  the  United  States  Federal  Register  (May 
25,  1993),  and  local  news  media  including  the  San  Francisco  Independent  (May  25,  1993)  (refer 
to  Appendix  A  for  noticing  information).  The  public  and  agency  scoping  meeting  was  held  at 
the  SFRA,  770  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  San  Francisco  on  Thursday,  May  27,  1993.  Verbal 
comments  were  received  from  two  persons  during  the  scoping  meeting  [Reported  by  Freda  A. 
Williams,  SFRA].  Extensive  oral  comments  were  received  from  Sue  Hestor,  representing 
Citizens  for  Representative  Government.  These  concerned  building  design,  wind  and  shadow 
impacts,  business  displacement,  and  the  impact  on  the  commercial  real  estate  market.  Eila 
Arbuckle  with  the  San  Francisco  Mayor's  Office  asked  several  questions  regarding  the  possible 
occupants  of  the  new  building.  No  written  comments  were  received  by  GSA  prior  to  the 
meeting  or  from  individuals  unable  to  attend  the  scoping  meeting.  A  copy  of  noticing 
information  and  a  transcript  of  the  proceedings  of  the  scoping  meeting  are  contained  in 
Appendix  A. 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  was  named  as  the  preferred  alternative  at  the  scoping  meeting 
because  it  was  the  site  which  had  been  identified  and  offered  to  GSA  by  the  City,  as  required 
under  authorizing  Congressional  legislation.  Subsequently,  it  became  obvious  that  both  the 
Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternatives  were  capable  of  meeting  Federal 
requirements.  Therefore,  there  was  no  need  to  designate  a  preferred  alterative  and  none  w-was 
named  in  this-the  draft  environmental  document.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  has  since 
been  chosen  as  the  preferred  alternative. 

1.4  NOTICE  OF  AVAILABILITY  AND  PUBLIC  HEARING  ON  DRAFT  EIS 

The  notice  of  availability  (NOA)  for  the  Draft  EIS  was  published  in  the  United  States  Federal 
Register  and  in  the  San  Francisco  Independent.  A  public  hearing  to  provide  interested  parties 
with  a  chance  to  present  comments  was  held  on  May  23,  1996,  at  the  San  Francisco  City  Hall, 
401  Van  Ness,  Room  425,  San  Francisco,  California.  A  court  reporter  was  available  for  oral 
comments  at  the  hearing.  Upon  the  closing  of  the  public  review  period,  several  written  and  oral 
comments  had  been  received.  Comments  and  responses  are  contained  in  Section  12.0  at  the  end 
of  Volume  1  of  the  Final  EIS. 

1.5  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  /  REPORT  CHAPTER 
OVERVIEW 

Section  2.0  of  this  document  provides  a  description  of  the  alternatives  considered  for  analysis 
as  required  under  NEPA  and  CEQA.  Section  3.0,  Affected  Environment,  addresses  the  existing 
regional  and  site-specific  conditions  or  setting  for  each  issue  area.  The  assessment  of 
environmental  impacts  is  addressed  within  Section  4.0,  Environmental  Consequences,  and  has 
been  divided  into  two  parts:  impact  analysis  and  mitigation  measures.  The  impact  analysis 
identifies  significance  thresholds  and  identifies  the  effects  that  would  occur  from  the  alternatives 
on  a  short-term,  long-term  and  cumulative  basis  with  respect  to  the  thresholds.  The  mitigation 
measures  section  identifies  actions  that  would  fully  or  partially  alleviate  impacts.  The  mitigation 
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measures  set  forth  are  presented  for  consideration  only.  The  SFRA  and  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  will  commit  to  mitigation  measures  in  the  Redevelopment  Plan  and/or  other 
authorizing  actions  approved  in  connection  with  the  project.  GSA  will  formally  commit  to 
mitigation  measures  in  the  Record  of  Decision. 

The  remaining  sections  of  the  ©EIS/EIR  discuss  growth-inducing  environmental  impacts, 
significant  irreversible  environmental  impacts,  the  relationship  between  local  short-term  use  of 
the  environment  and  the  maintenance  and  enhancement  of  long-term  productivity,  and 
irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources.  A  listing  of  acronyms,  a  glossary  of 
important  terms,  and  an  index  are  included  at  the  back  of  this  document. 
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This  chapter  of  the  EIS/EIR  describes  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  that  could  meet  the 
objectives  of  the  project.  In  addition,  this  chapter  presents  a  summary  of  the  environmental 
impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  other  alternatives  in  a  comparative  form,  defining  the  issues 
and  providing  a  basis  for  choice  among  the  alternatives  by  decision-makers  and  the  public. 

2.1         DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ALTERNATIVES 

The  United  States  General  Services  Administration  (GSA),  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  and  the 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  (SFRA)  in  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA)  Section  1502.14  and  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  are 
considering  a  range  of  alternative  actions  that  could  feasibly  attain  the  basic  objectives  of  the 
proposed  project.  NEPA  and  CEQA  do  not  require  an  agency  to  consider  extreme  possibilities, 
only  "reasonable  alternatives"  that  are  thorough  enough  to  allow  decision-makers  to  arrive  at 
informed  conclusions. 

Five  alternatives  have  been  identified  for  analysis.  They  include  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  (development  of  a  site  at  Tenth  and  Market),  an  alternative  location  (development 
of  a  site  at  Seventh  and  Mission),  purchase  of  an  existing  building,  leasing  existing  space,  and 
the  No  Action  Alternative.  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  and  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  are  outside  the  Civic  Center  Core  and  within  the  Central  Business  District  (CBD). 
The  sites  are  within  the  study  area  for  the  Civic  Center  Area  Plan  revision.  Changes  to  the 
Civic  Center  Area  Plan  under  consideration  include  expansion  of  the  area  boundaries  to 
encompass  the  Mid-Market  Street  Planning  Area,  and  the  South  Van  Ness  Planning  Area,  as 
well  as  parts  of  Hayes  Valley  and  North  of  Market.  This  larger,  greater  Civic  Center  area  is 
generally  bounded  by  Turk  Street,  Mint  Street  (near  Fifth  Street),  Mission  Street,  Twelfth  Street, 
Folsom  Street,  the  Central  Freeway,  and  Octavia  and  Gough  Streets. 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative,  Purchase  Alternative, 
Lease  Alternative  and  No  Action  Alternative,  as  well  as  alternatives  considered  but  rejected,  are 
described  in  this  section.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  site  has  been  identified  as  the  preferred 
alternative. 

2.1.1      Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
Project  Location  and  Land  Use 

The  site  is  an  approximately  95,000-square-foot  parcel  comprising  half  of  the  block  bounded  by 
Tenth  Street  to  the  northeast,  Market  Street  to  the  northwest,  Eleventh  Street  to  the  southwest 
and  Mission  Street  to  the  southeast.   The  northwesterly  portion  of  the  site  fronts  on  Market 
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Street,  the  northeasterly  portion  faces  Tenth  Street  and  the  southeasterly  border  of  the  site  abuts 
Mission  Street.  The  southwestern  site  boundary  is  a  line  which  roughly  bisects  the  block  (see 
Figure  2-1).  Jessie  Street  presently  enters  into  a  portion  of  the  site  and  serves  as  side  or  rear 
entrance  to  several  of  the  existing  buildings  on  the  site.  Jessie  Street  would  be  abandoned  to 
accommodate  the  project.  (Note:  streets  in  the  South  of  Market  area  run  generally  northeast- 
southwest  and  northwest-southeast.  For  ease  of  reading,  northwest-southeast  streets  such  as 
Tenth  are  referred  to  as  north-south  and  northeast-southwest  streets  such  as  Market  Street  are 
referred  to  as  east- west.) 

The  northern  portion  of  the  project  site  is  currently  covered  by  six  buildings  ranging  from  two 
to  four  stories.  Buildings  fronting  Market  Street  contain  retail  and  service  oriented  businesses. 
The  buildings  at  mid-block  fronting  Tenth  Street  are  mostly  vacant.  One  private  non-profit 
agency,  the  Independent  Living  Resource  Center  is  located  onsite  and  would  be  offered 
relocation  assistance  when  it  chooses  to  move  (SFRA,  June  6,  1995),  if  this  alternative  is 
chosen.  A  former  car  wash  and  pump  island  canopy  are  located  on  the  corner  bounded  by 
Mission  and  Tenth  Streets.  The  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  is  located  immediately  to  the  west 
of  the  project  site  and  occupies  the  entire  other  half  of  the  block  (see  Figure  2-1). 

Local  Authorizing  Actions 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  a  proposed  San  Francisco  redevelopment  area. 
Currently,  the  site  is  owned  by  Bank  of  America.  It  would  be  conveyed  to  the  SFRA  for 
reconveyance  to  GSA.  SFRA's  acquisition  of  the  site  and  subsequent  reconveyance  to  GSA 
would  be  authorized  by  a  Redevelopment  Plan  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  upon  the 
recommendation  of  the  SFRA  Commission  and  taking  into  consideration  a  conformity 
determination  by  the  City  Planning  Commission.  The  Redevelopment  Plan  would  apply  to  all 
property  within  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  area  as  indicated  in  Figures  2-1  and  3.7-1. 
Depending  on  circumstances  at  the  time  of  project  approval,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  SFRA, 
and  the  City  Planning  Commission  may  take  other  actions  in  connection  with  the  project  (e.g., 
issuance  of  bonds  to  finance  acquisition,  vacating  some  portions  of  adjoining  streets  rights-of- 
way,  and  adoption  of  conforming  Master  Plan  amendments).  In  addition  to  approval  of  a 
Redevelopment  Plan,  several  improvements  to  the  property  would  be  required  before 
development.  These  include  demolition  of  existing  two  and  four  story  buildings  located  on  the 
northern  portion  of  the  site.  SFRA  would  be  required  to  provide  relocation  assistance  to  any 
tenants  remaining  in  the  buildings  to  be  demolished.  Demolition  would  require  permits  from 
the  City  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection  (BBI)  issued  to  Bank  of  America.  The  property  would 
be  conveyed  free  of  hazardous  materials  in  excess  of  standards  set  by  federal  and  state 
regulations.  Tank  removals  would  require  permits  from  BBI.  This  alternative  would  also 
require  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  vacate  the  public  right-of-way  on  Jessie  Street. 
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The  Tenth  and  Market  Redevelopment  Project  Area  is  a  newly  designated  redevelopment  area. 
(The  SFRA  must  determine  that  the  proposed  redevelopment  will  remove  existing  conditions  of 
blight,  including  deteriorating  structures,  incompatible  mixtures  of  land  uses,  under-utilization 
of  land  and  contaminated  soil.) 

Project  Characteristics 

In  order  to  accommodate  the  need  for  increased  federally  owned  office  space  in  San  Francisco, 
the  GSA  is  proposing  the  construction  of  a  Federal  Building  with  approximately  675,000  gross 
square  feet  (GSF)  and  approximately  475,000  occupiable  square  feet  (OSF).  Since  the  building 
would  be  shared  by  several  Federal  tenants,  approximately  20,000  square  feet  are  reserved  for 
uses  that  would  serve  all  occupants.  These  uses  might  include  food  service,  conference/training 
rooms,  exercise  and  day  care  facilities  (GSA,  1993),  Another  6,000  square  feet  are  reserved 
for  cooperative  uses  intended  to  serve  the  community  and  enhance  pedestrian  activities. 
Examples  of  possible  uses  include  retail  space,  educational,  recreational  and/or  cultural  facilities. 

The  project  would  include  up  to  1 14  interior  parking  spaces  and  47  surface  parking  spaces  for 
a  total  of  161  spaces.  The  interior  parking  is  intended  to  fulfill  specialized  requirements  of 
certain  federal  agencies,  such  as  the  Secret  Service,  who  need  to  maintain  fleet  vehicles  in  a 
secure  location.  Parking  spaces  could  be  below  grade  and  interior  to  the  building,  or  onsite  and 
concealed  to  meet  City  requirements  (GSA,  1994). 

Mid-block  vehicle  access  is  discouraged  along  Market  Street  by  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan. 
Therefore,  vehicle  access  is  likely  to  be  from  either  Mission  Street  or  Tenth  Street.  The 
structure  would  be  22  floors  in  its  largest  design  configuration.  Estimated  ground  floor  height 
would  be  20  feet  and  a  typical  floor  to  floor  height  (above  the  ground  floor)  would  be  14  feet, 
or  about  315  feet  in  total  height  for  the  largest  building  configuration  (GSA,  1993).  Statistics 
for  a  possible  configuration  of  the  proposed  structure  are  shown  in  Table  2-1. 


Table  2-1.  Building  Statistics 


Floor 

Height 

Number 

Total  Feet 

Ground  Floor 

20'-0" 

1 

20 

Floor*  2  -  7 

12'-6" 

6 

75 

Floors  8  -  22 

13'-4" 

15 

200 

Top  Floor  (Mechanical) 

20'-0" 

20 

Totals 

22 

315 

Average  OSF  per  Floor:  21,591 
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Table  2-2  summarizes  the  square  footage  planned  for  office  and  parking.  Based  on  the  current 
occupancy  plan  (see  Table  2-3),  employee  population  is  projected  to  reach  2,740  in  1999,  the 
expected  date  of  occupancy.  However,  the  building  could  accommodate  up  to  3,000  employees. 
The  tenants  would  be  primarily  federal  executive  agencies  (GSA,  1993).  Executive  agencies  are 
associated  with  the  executive  branch  of  the  federal  government  as  opposed  to  the  legislative  or 
judicial  branches. 

Table  2-2.  Summary  of  Square  Footage 


Office  -  (Efficiency  =  75%*) 

Occupiable  Areab 
Building  Support  Area' 

475,000 
158,333 

Gross  Area" 

633.333 

Parking  -  (Efficiency  =  80%)  161  spaces 

Occupiable  Areab 
Building  Support  Area' 

32,200 
8,050 

Gross  Area" 

40,250 

Total  Gross 

673,585 

Source:  GSA,  1993 

*     Efficiency  refers  to  the  ratio  of  occupiable  square  footage  to  gross  square  footage.  The  desired  ratio  of  OSF  to  gross 
square  footage  is  70  percent  to  80  percent  (G.S.A.  June  1,  1993,  p.  3-15). 

b    Occupiable  Area:  That  portion  of  the  gross  area  which  is  available  for  use  by  an  occupant's  personnel  or  furnishings, 
including  space  which  is  available  jointly  to  the  various  occupants  of  the  building,  such  as  auditoriums,  health  units, 
and  snack  bars.  Occupiable  area  does  not  include  that  space  in  the  building  which  is  devoted  to  its  operations  and 
maintenance,  including  craft  ships,  gear  rooms,  and  building  supply,  storage  and  issue  rooms. 

c     Building  Support  Area  includes  exterior  walls,  room  for  mechanical  equipment,  maintenance  operations,  etc. 

d     Gross  Area:  The  sum  of  all  floor  areas  (including  all  stories  or  areas  which  have  floor  surfaces  and  a  clear  standing 
headroom  of  6-1/2  feet  or  more)  including  basement  (except  unexcavated  portions),  attics,  garages,  roofed  porches, 
mezzanine,  loading  platforms,  shipping  platforms,  penthouse,  mechanical  equipment,  floors,  lobbies,  and  corridors. 
Gross  area  does  not  include  open  courts,  light  wells,  upper  drives,  ramps,  etc.,  extending  beyond  the  principal  exterior 
walls  of  the  building,  or  unroofed  areas  such  as  cooling  towers  and  unenclosed  portions  of  ground  level  or  intermediate 
stories. 


No  design  award  has  been  made,  therefore  no  building  design  specifics  are  available  for 
inclusion  in  this  document.  Several  building  configurations  (a  total  of  14)  were  subjected  to 
wind  tunnel  tests.  This  testing  resulted  in  a  single  conceptual  design  that  did  not  substantially 
exacerbate  existing  wind  conditions  (sec  Figure  2  2).  The  characteristics  of  this  configuration 
is  discussed  in  Sections  3.14  and  4.14. 

Three  options  are  available  for  locating  the  main  entrance.  One  is  to  orient  the  entrance  on 
Market  Street  to  conform  with  the  City  policy  encouraging  pedestrian  traffic  and  retail  along  this 
thoroughfare.  Another  is  to  locate  the  entrance  along  Tenth  Street.  Under  this  option,  a 
secondary  significant  entrance  might  also  be  included  along  Market.  A  third  option  is  to  locate 
a  primary  entrance  on  Market  with  a  secondary  entrance  on  Tenth  Street. 
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Project  Space  Utilization  and  Employment 

Upon  completion,  the  building  could  house  up  to  3,000  employees.  At  the  present  time,  the 
potential  tenant  federal  agencies  are  housed  in  leased  or  Federally-owned  space  located 
throughout  the  Central  Business  Area  (CBA)  of  San  Francisco.1 

Table  2-3  shows  the  proposed  occupancy  plan  for  the  San  Francisco  federal  building.  This  list 
is  preliminary  and  subject  to  change  over  the  course  of  the  project.  However,  it  does  offer  an 
example  of  the  types  of  agencies  that  would  occupy  the  building.  Most  of  the  federal  agencies 
have  a  relatively  low  level  of  public  interaction. 


Table  2-3.  Proposed  Housing  Plan 
San  Francisco  Federal  Building 


Agency 

Current  Address 

Lease  Expires 

Total  Square 
Feet 

Pers. 

Parking 

Inside 

Outside 

TD/ Alcohol,  Tobacco  and  Firearms 

211  Main 

Jan.,  1999 

34,827 

200 

22 

22 

TD/Customs 

1700  Montgomery 

Oct.,  2000 

14,950 

100 

41 

0 

TD/Secret  Service 

345  Spear 

Sept.,  1999 

11,392 

"50 

46 

0 

Small  Business  Administration 

211  Main 

June,  1996 

19,151 

90 

4 

0 

TD/IRS  Appeals 

160  Spear 

Jan  1996 

41,458 

215 

0 

0 

HHS/Health  Care  Finance  Admin. 

75  Hawthorne 

Sept.,  1996 

29,700 

1 

0 

Small  Business  Administration 

71  Stevenson 

Dec.,  1998 

11,821 

73 

2 

0 

Social  Security  Admin.  Training 

730  Harrison  St. 

Feb.,  1999 

9,599 

32 

4 

0 

TD/Internal  Revenue  Service 

1650  Mission 

July,  2000 

42,000 

655 

0 

0 

Labor  Department 

71  Stevenson 

April,  2002 

126,918 

740 

22 

0 

Department  of  Defense/DLA 

71  Stevenson 

April,  2002 

666 

6 

0 

0 

Corps  for  National  Service 

211  Main 

June,  1996 

3,600 

20 

0 

0 

Department  of  Labor/ESA 

211  Main 

June,  1996 

3,000 

36 

2 

0 

Peace  Corps 

211  Main 

June,  1996 

3,400 

21 

2 

0 

MSPB 

525  Market 

April,  1996 

4,000 

24 

0 

0 

TD,  Office  of  Investigations 

211  Main 

June,  1996 

3,755 

22 

0 

0 

Justice 

301  Howard 

Feb.  1996 

3,883 

24 

0 

0 

GAO 

301  Howard 

Nov.  2000 

31,727 

155 

26 

0 

CD/TTA 

250  Montgomery 

June,  1996 

5,910 

34 

1 

0 

CPSC 

600  Harrison 

Aug.,  1999 

4,057 

19 

5 

0 

Federal  Maritime  Comm. 

455  Market 

Mar.,  2000 

1,889 

7 

0 

Veteran  Administration 

301  Howard 

Dec.,  2000 

34,841 

189 

0 

0 

Joint  Use  Space 

20,000 

0 

0 

0 

Coop-Use 

6,000 

0 

0 

0 

Total  (Inside  parking  not  included  in  this  total) 

472,294 

2,740 

146 

22 

The  phrase  Central  Business  Area  (CBA)  refers  to  an  area  described  by  federal  regulations  that  it  the  preferable  location  for  federal  office 
buildings.  The  City  uses  the  phrase  Central  Business  District  (CBD)  to  describe  the  Downtown  area,  especially  the  downtown  business  core. 
The  Central  Business  District  in  San  Francisco  encompasses  a  core  centered  around  the  financial  district  (roughly  bounded  by  Kearny  Street, 
Washington  Street,  The  Embarcadero,  and  Folsom  Street)  together  with  the  Downtown  (the  City's  retail  center)  and  the  area  south  of  Market, 
Mission  Bay,  South  Van  Ness,  Civic  Center,  and  the  Northeast  waterfront  area.  This  report  will  generally  use  CBD,  unless  referring  to 
federal  regulatory  requirements. 
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Project  Construction 

The  following  information  lists  details  about  the  construction  process  which  are  relevant  to  the 
environmental  review: 

•  Construction  timing  (approximate):  Demolition  of  existing  buildings  is  planned 
for  mid- 1996.  Excavation  would  begin  three  to  four  months  after  demolition. 
The  project  is  expected  to  be  complete  and  ready  for  occupancy  by  late  1999. 

•  Excavation  will  be  necessary  for  construction  of  the  subterranean  parking  area, 
emplacement  of  underground  utilities  and  any  other  below-grade  structural 
supports.  Approximately  60,000  cubic  yards  of  sand  and  top  soil  would  be 
removed  during  construction.  The  building's  foundation  will  either  be  spread 
footings  or  pilings.  The  building  will  extend  one  floor  below  grade.  Depth  of 
footings  would  vary  with  type  but  would  average  four  feet  in  depth.  Several 
caissons  would  extend  below  the  footings. 

•  The  greatest  construction-related  impacts  would  be  experienced  by  traffic  and  land 
uses  in  the  immediate  vicinity  on  Tenth  Street,  Market  Street  and  Mission  Street. 

•  The  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  has  indicated  that  it  may  be  sensitive  to  the 
vibrations  associated  with  pile  driving.  Therefore,  GSA  has  agreed  not  to  drive 
piles.  Instead,  a  drilled  or  screwed  system  of  pile  foundation  would  be  utilized 
at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  However,  vibration  measuring  equipment 
would  be  used  at  the  site  and  on  the  sixth  and  eighth  floors  of  the  data  center  for 
readings  during  normal  construction  activities. 

•  The  length  of  the  total  construction  period  is  approximately  2  years  (worst  case 
as  long  as  3  years). 

Construction-related  impacts  are  discussed  throughout  the  EIS/EIR.  Dust  and  other  similar 
impacts  from  excavation  and  construction  are  discussed  in  Sections  3.4  (Air  Quality)  and  3.5 
(Noise). 

Area  Zoning  Requirements 

The  City's  Master  Plan  describes  the  area  as  appropriate  for  government  offices.  The  site  is 
located  in  an  area  described  by  the  Downtown  Plan,  which  is  part  of  the  Master  Plan.  The 
current  Zoning  Map  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  identifies  the  site  as  Downtown 
General  Commercial  District  (C-3-G).  The  site  is  governed  by  three  height  and  bulk  districts 
from  Market  Street  towards  Mission  Street.  The  present  zoning  allows  uses  with  a  city-wide 
or  regional  function  such  as  retail,  offices,  hotels,  entertainment  clubs,  institutions  and  high- 
density  residential  development.  Zoning  districts  surrounding  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
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site  include  Public  District,  Neighborhood  Commercial  District,  Commercial  Districts  and 
Residential  Districts. 

It  is  important  to  understand  in  reviewing  this  document  that  the  U.S.  Constitution  gives  the 
federal  government  preemptive  power  over  state  and  local  regulations  (U.S.  Constitution  Article 
VI,  Section  2  [Supremacy  Clause]  and  Article  IV  Section  3  [Property  Clause]).  However,  while 
generally  immune  from  land  use  regulation,  the  1988  amendments  to  the  Public  Buildings  Act 
of  1959  encourages  the  federal  government  to  consider  local  zoning  and  related  regulations  in 
its  planning  process. 

The  project  will  generally  conform  to  height  and  bulk  limitations  in  the  Planning  Code.  Some 
exceptions  are  noted  in  this  report. 

A  complete  discussion  of  the  Master  Plan,  zoning  and  other  regulatory  requirements  is  contained 
in  Section  3.7,  Land  Use. 

Construction  Codes  and  Standards 

GSA  has  adopted  several  codes  which  govern  Federal  construction  throughout  the  United  States 
and  its  territories.  These  codes  will  apply  to  this  project. 

The  National  Building  Code,  which  includes  the  National  Mechanical  Code  and  the  National 
Plumbing  Code,  issued  by  the  Building  Officials  and  Code  Administrators  International  (BOCA) 
has  been  adopted  as  the  basic  building  code  for  Federal  facilities. 

For  egress  requirements,  the  provisions  of  the  National  Fire  Protection  Association  (NFPA) 
Standard  101,  Life  Safety  Code  is  followed  in  lieu  of  the  egress  requirements  of  the  BOCA 
National  Building  Code. 

Structural  Design  in  general  is  also  governed  by  the  BOCA  National  Building  Code.  However, 
seismic  design  must  follow  the  provisions  of  the  Uniform  Building  Code  (UBC),  issued  by  the 
International  Conference  of  Building  Officials  (ICBO)  and  wind  load  design  must  follow  the 
provisions  for  the  Southern  Building  Congress  International  (SBCCI)  Standard  Building  Code. 

The  BOCA  National  Building  Code  references  the  National  Electric  Code,  issued  by  NFPA, 
which  governs  electrical  design. 

It  is  GSA  policy  to  make  maximum  use  of  equivalency  clauses  in  all  the  codes  to  assure 
flexibility.  If  there  is  a  conflict  between  a  code  requirement  and  a  GSA  requirement,  the  GSA 
requirement  will  prevail. 

GSA  has  an  established  policy  to  comply  with  local  codes  to  the  extent  possible.  Local  and/or 
State  officials  will  be  given  the  opportunity  to  review  the  GSA  project  for  compliance  with 
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zoning  ordinances.  Comments  from  local  jurisdictions  will  be  carefully  considered,  but  GSA 
has  the  final  authority  to  accept  or  reject  any  comment. 

2.1.2    Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Location  and  Land  Use 

This  site  alternative  is  located  on  the  southeast  corner  of  the  block  bounded  by  Market  Street 
on  the  northwest,  Seventh  Street  on  the  northeast,  Mission  Street  on  the  southeast  and  Eighth 
Street  on  the  southwest.  This  site  contains  158,861  square  feet.  The  actual  parcel  abuts  the 
corner  of  Mission  and  Seventh  Streets  (see  Figure  2-1)  and  was  formerly  used  as  a  Greyhound 
bus  station.  Two  four-story  vacant  buildings  are  located  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site 
adjacent  to  Seventh  Street.  These  two  structures  would  be  demolished  as  part  of  the  project. 
In  addition,  Jessie  Street,  which  is  located  on  the  project  site  and  is  utilized  as  an  access  point 
to  parking  areas,  would  be  closed  with  the  implementation  of  this  alternative.  Abandoned 
roadway  areas  would  be  incorporated  into  the  project's  development  area.  Currently,  most  of 
the  site  is  used  for  surface  parking.  Because  the  GSA  does  not  have  a  building  footprint  at  this 
time,  the  amount  of  parking  to  be  displaced  cannot  be  determined.  During  early  site 
investigations,  GSA  had  previously  examined  the  site  as  a  possible  location  for  the  federal 
building  and  identified  it  as  a  site  which  would  meet  federal  needs.  The  site's  proximity  to  the 
Federal  Court  of  Appeals  is  considered  a  positive  attribute. 

Local  Authorizing  Actions 

This  site  would  need  to  be  acquired  by  the  SFRA  and  conveyed  to  GSA.  Prior  to  site 
acquisition,  the  Board  of  Supervisors  would  include  the  site  in  a  redevelopment  Survey  Area  and 
the  City  Planning  Department  would  prepare  a  Preliminary  Redevelopment  Plan  for  review  and 
approval  by  the  City  Planning  commission.  Following  completion  of  the  Preliminary  Plan,  a 
Final  Redevelopment  Plan  would  be  prepared  for  approval  by  the  SFRA,  reviewed  by  the  City 
Planning  Commission  for  conformity  with  the  City  Master  Plan,  and  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors.  The  Redevelopment  Plan  would  apply  to  all  lands  within  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  site  area  as  indicated  in  Figures  2-1  and  3.7-1.  Depending  on  circumstances  at  the 
time  of  project  approval,  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  SFRA,  and  the  City  Planning  Commission 
may  take  other  actions  in  connection  with  the  project  (e.g.,  issuance  of  bonds  to  finance 
acquisition,  vacating  some  portions  of  adjoining  streets  rights-of-way,  adoption  of  conforming 
Master  Plan  amendments).  The  Final  Redevelopment  Plan  and  any  other  authorizing  actions 
would  be  approved  following  certification  of  this  environmental  review  document  pursuant  to 
CEQA. 
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Characteristics 

The  alternative  project's  general  characteristics  would  be  the  same  as  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  See  Section  2.1.1  above.  For  the  purposes  of  the  wind  tunnel  and  shadow 
analyses,  two  conceptual  building  configurations  were  developed  by  GSA.  These  differ  from 
those  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  The  building  configurations  arc  shown  in 
Figure  2  3. 

Space  Utilization  and  Employment 

Project  space  utilization  and  employment  would  be  the  same  as  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  See  Section  2.1.1  above. 

Construction 

Construction  details  would  be  similar  to  those  listed  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  with 
the  exception  that  piles  may  be  driven  at  this  site.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  adjoining  uses  would 
have  the  same  level  of  sensitivity  to  construction  activity  as  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center; 
therefore,  a  test  pile  program  would  not  be  undertaken  for  this  site.  Impacts  from  pile  driving 
are  discussed  in  Section  3.5,  Noise. 

Area  Zoning  Requirements 

This  site  is  also  situated  in  the  area  covered  by  the  Downtown  Plan,  a  part  of  the  City's  Master 
Plan.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  zoned  C-3-G,  Downtown  Commercial 
District.  Areas  surrounding  the  site  are  zoned  Public  District,  Service/Light  Industrial/ 
Residential  and  Residential  Enclave  District. 

Four  different  height  and  bulk  districts  affect  the  site.  These  districts  are  governed  by  Sections 
260  and  270  of  the  Planning  Code.  Allowable  heights  on  the  site  range  from  90  feet  to  240  feet. 
A  full  discussion  of  applicable  codes  is  set  forth  in  Section  3.7,  Land  Use. 

Construction  Codes  and  Standards 

The  same  codes  and  standards  described  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  also  be 
adhered  to  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 

2.1.3    Purchase  Alternative 

Location  and  Land  Use 

Under  this  alternative,  GSA  would  purchase  an  existing  building  to  consolidate  several  federal 
executive  agencies  in  one  location.  No  site  is  specified  in  the  EIS/EIR  for  a  building  purchase. 
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For  the  purposes  of  this  document,  the  analysis  assumes  that  an  office  building  would  be 
purchased  which  approximates  the  space  needs  of  the  federal  agencies  to  be  housed  (475,000 
OSF).  Several  years  ago,  GSA  conducted  an  informal  site  search  and  several  properties  were 
identified  and  analyzed  for  suitability.  Specifics  regarding  the  properties  are  confidential. 
However,  all  buildings  examined  would  likely  require  renovation  or  modification  to  meet  the 
special  needs  of  the  proposed  tenants.  Congressional  authorization  would  be  required  for  the 
purchase  of  a  building. 

Local  Authorizing  Actions 

This  alternative  would  not  require  any  actions  by  the  SFRA  or  City. 
Characteristics 

Generally,  the  purchase  and  occupancy  of  an  existing  building  would  not  cause  significant 
environmental  impacts  unless  vacant.  Renovations  required  by  specific  agency  needs  may  create 
short-term,  construction-related  impacts  to  traffic  and  air  quality.  The  EIS/EIR  identifies  those 
impacts  and  discusses  them  qualitatively.  Without  a  specific  site  for  analysis,  quantification  of 
impacts  is  generally  not  possible. 

A  purchased  building  would  likely  be  located  in  the  downtown  area.  There  are  no  structures 
currently  available  in  the  Civic  Center  Area  that  would  meet  federal  space  needs. 

Construction  Codes  and  Standards 

A  purchased  building  not  complying  with  GSA  mandated  building  standards  would  be  retrofitted 
in  accordance  with  the  UBC  and  all  applicable  federally  mandated  codes  and  standards. 

2.1.4    Lease  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  GSA  would  attempt  to  acquire  leases  on  large-block  office  space  in  the 
Downtown  or  near  the  Civic  Center.  The  goal  would  be  to  consolidate  those  agencies  which 
are  currendy  split  into  two  or  more  locations.  This  would  increase  the  efficiency  of  the 
individual  agencies.  However,  as  discussed  in  Section  1.2,  it  would  not  accomplish  the 
government's  goal  of  housing  75  percent  of  its  agencies  in  federally  owned  space. 

San  Francisco  currently  has  little  available  lease  space  that  occupies  the  large-block  requirements 
of  the  federal  agencies  that  need  to  consolidate.  There  is  no  advantage  to  finding  additional 
leased  space  if  it  does  not  at  least  accomplish  the  goal  of  consolidation. 

Acquiring  additional  or  different  leased  space  would  generally  not  result  in  significant 
environmental  impacts.  If  the  space  is  vacant,  renovations  required  by  specific  agency  needs 
may  create  short-term,  construction-related  impacts.  The  EIS/EIR  will  identify  those  impacts 
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and  discuss  them  qualitatively.  Without  specific  sites  for  analysis,  quantification  of  impacts  is 
generally  not  possible. 

Construction  Codes  and  Standards 

A  leased  building  not  complying  with  GSA  mandated  building  standards  would  be  retrofitted  in 
accordance  with  the  UBC  and  all  applicable  federally  mandated  codes  and  standards. 

Local  Authorizing  Actions 

This  alternative  would  not  require  any  action  by  the  SFRA  or  City. 

2.1.5  No  Action  Alternative 

NEPA  Section  1502. 14(d)  and  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126(d)(2)  require  that  an  "alternative 
of  no  action"  be  included  in  the  analysis.  Currently,  federal  agencies  proposed  as  tenants  for 
the  new  building  are  primarily  scattered  throughout  the  City  in  leased  properties.  Under  the  No 
Action  Alternative,  no  federal  building  would  be  constructed.  Nor  would  the  Federal 
government  purchase  a  building  or  obtain  large  block  lease  space.  Federal  agencies  would 
continue  to  meet  their  space  needs  by  being  housed  in  existing  government  owned  and  leased 
space. 

2.1.6  Alternatives  Examined  But  Not  Considered  Further 

Several  alternatives  were  considered  and  rejected  in  the  process  of  identifying  a  reasonable  range 
of  alternatives.  These  were  eliminated  for  regulatory  and  policy  reasons.  Each  of  these 
alternatives  and  the  reason  for  their  elimination  is  briefly  discussed. 

Buildings  and  Locations  Outside  the  Central  Business  District 

The  Central  Business  District  in  San  Francisco  encompasses  a  core  centered  around  the  financial 
district  (roughly  bounded  by  Kearny  Street,  Washington  Street,  The  Embarcadero  and  Folsom 
Street)  together  with  the  Downtown  (the  City's  retail  center)  and  the  area  South  of  Market, 
Mission  Bay,  South  Van  Ness,  Civic  Center  and  the  Northeast  Waterfront  areas.  Federal 
regulations  (41  CFR  101-17.002)  state  the  federal  government's  policy  for  housing  its 
employees: 

"(c)  In  meeting  space  needs  in  urban  areas:  (1)  first  consideration  shall  be 
given  to  a  centralized  business  district. . .  including  other  specific  areas  of 
a  city  recommended  by  the  elected  chief  executive  office  of  the  local 
government  or  a  designee. . .  9 
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The  City's  policy  contained  in  its  Master  Plan  is  clear  in  recommending  the  location  of  federally 
owned  buildings  in  or  near  the  Civic  Center,  which  is  on  the  western  edge  of  the  Central 
Business  District. 

Buildings  and  Locations  a  Significant  Distance  from  the  Civic  Center 

San  Francisco's  Civic  Center  Plan  promotes  the  policy  of  consolidating  government  functions 
in  or  near  the  Civic  Center.  According  to  the  Civic  Center  Plan  of  San  Francisco,  which  is  part 
of  the  City  and  County's  Master  Plan,  "...  governmental  activities  of  each  level  of  government 
[should  be  encouraged]  to  locate  within  a  sphere  of  influence  within  the  Civic  Center  to  avoid 
inefficient  dispersal  of  these  activities  throughout  the  area"  (Policy  3  of  Objective  2).  Dispersal 
of  activities  demands  greater  use  of  surface  transportation,  causing  greater  traffic,  noise  and  air 
quality  impacts.  In  addition,  dispersal  of  activities  generally  reduces  the  efficiency  of 
government. 

Extensions  or  Annexations  to  Existing  Federal  Buildings 

GSA's  existing  San  Francisco  Federal  Building  inventory  includes  the  U.S.  Appraisers  Building, 
the  U.S.  Custom  House,  the  Federal  Building  at  50  United  Nations  Plaza,  the  Philip  Burton 
Federal  Building,  and  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals.  Based  on  an  analysis  conducted  by  GSA,  an 
extension  to  any  of  these  existing  Federal  buildings  would  be  inappropriate  for  the  following 
reasons. 

The  U.S.  Appraisers  Building  at  630  Sansome  Street  and  the  U.S.  Custom  House  at  555  Battery 
Street  share  a  city  block  and  are  built  to  the  property  line.  The  Appraisers  Building,  designed 
in  1939,  has  recently  become  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places,  and 
the  Custom  House,  constructed  between  1906  and  1911,  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places.  According  to  GSA,  there  is  no  potential  for  on-site  expansion  due  to  their 
historic  status. 

The  Federal  Office  Building  at  50  United  Nations  Plaza,  located  in  the  Civic  Center  area,  is  also 
built  to  the  property  lines.  The  Federal  Office  Building,  a  contributing  building  in  the  Civic 
Center  National  Historic  Landmark  District,  occupies  a  piece  of  property  with  no  adjacent 
available  land.  A  study  is  now  underway  to  determine  whether  an  expansion  of  the  basement 
and  an  extension  of  the  upper  floors  on  one  side  of  the  building  could  provide  additional  office 
space  resulting  in  a  more  profitable  building.  Potential  expansion  space  would  be  insignificant 
compared  to  the  475,000  occupiable  square  feet  in  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  Building. 
The  order  of  magnitude  of  the  potential  expansion  space  is  expected  to  be  a  maximum  of  40,000 
occupiable  square  feet. 

The  Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  Courthouse  at  450  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  which 
occupies  an  entire  city  block,  is  built  to  the  property  line  along  three  sides.  The  building  is  set 
back  from  the  sidewalk  along  the  fourth  side  to  provide  an  entrance  plaza  above  a  below-grade 
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parking  structure.  The  square  footage  of  the  plaza  area,  exclusive  of  the  stairs  and  the  building 
entrance  at  the  upper  building  level,  is  28,100  square  feet.  Any  development  of  the  plaza  area 
is  considered  infeasible  due  to  the  extensive  structural  strengthening  that  would  be  required,  and 
due  to  the  loss  of  the  parking  that  would  result,  as  the  interior  parking  garage  is  below  the  plaza. 

Finally,  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  at  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets,  a  National  Register  property 
currently  undergoing  a  seismic  upgrade  and  rehabilitation,  is  built  to  within  a  few  feet  of  the 
sidewalk  on  two  sides  and  is  bounded  by  an  alley  on  a  third  side.  A  parking  lot  and  small  office 
building  site  adjacent  to  the  loading  dock  side  of  the  courthouse  are  currently  being  considered 
for  acquisition  to  meet  Court  of  Appeals  future  expansion.  This  site  acquisition  would  be  at 
market  rates,  unlike  the  San  Francisco  Federal  Building  site  which  would  be  acquired  through 
donation  from  the  City.  The  maximum  site  development  allowed  under  current  zoning 
regulations  could  provide  322,000  occupiable  square  feet,  less  than  the  475,000  occupiable 
square  feet  required  for  the  San  Francisco  Federal  Building  under  Public  Law  No.  102-393. 

Base  Realignment  and  Closure  Act  Properties 

There  are  two  base  closure  properties  in  San  Francisco:  the  Presidio,  formerly  administered  by 
the  U.S.  Army  which  has  been  transferred  to  the  National  Park  Service  (NPS),  and  the  Treasure 
Island  Naval  Facility.  Neither  of  these  properties  is  considered  by  GSA  to  be  suitable  for 
federal  building  construction. 

The  Presidio's  870  buildings  are  mainly  two-story  wood  frame  structures,  many  of  them  with 
historic  significance.  Extensive  rehabilitation  of  the  structures  would  be  needed  to  meet  the 
current  building  codes  and  the  Uniform  Federal  Accessibility  Standards  and  the  Americans  with 
Disabilities  Act  requirements.  Some  of  the  site's  infrastructure,  such  as  the  water  and  sewer 
systems,  also  needs  to  be  upgraded.  The  Presidio's  coastal  location  is  four  miles  from  the 
Central  Business  District  and  is  adjacent  to  some  of  San  Francisco's  residential  areas.  At  this 
time,  minimal  bus  service  and  automobile  travel  are  the  only  two  modes  of  transportation  to  this 
location.  This  property  is  included  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Golden  Gate  National 
Recreation  Area  and  reverted  to  the  NPS  on  October  1,  1994.  The  NPS  has  prepared  a  General 
Management  Plan  which  proposes  that  the  Presidio  become  an  urban  park  and  a  center  for 
research  and  learning,  hosting  programs  of  national  and  international  distinction  devoted  to 
social,  cultural,  and  environmental  issues.  Although  a  few  individual  federal  agencies  might 
have  missions  that  would  be  appropriate  to  the  NPS  plan,  it  does  not  appear  that  federal  agency 
tenancy,  in  general,  would  be  consistent  with  the  overall  focus  of  the  proposed  land  use  plan. 

Treasure  Island  is  a  complex  of  buildings  on  an  artificial  island  located  between  San  Francisco 
and  Oakland.  This  island  can  only  be  accessed  by  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Bridge  or  by  boat. 
Therefore,  the  only  convenient  means  of  transportation  to  the  site  are  by  automobile  or  through 
bus  service.  Many  of  the  buildings  on  Treasure  Island  are  plaster  or  wood-frame  buildings  that 
were  part  of  the  World  Exposition  in  1939.  Most  of  the  buildings  comply  with  the  Navy's 
Design  Manual,  which  calls  for  seismic  design  that  meets  or  exceeds  UBC  requirements.  All 

San  Francisco  Federal  Building  2  -  1 4  Final  EIS/EIX 


2.0  Alternatives 


major  utilities,  water,  power  and  telecommunications  are  brought  to  the  island  in  a  system  of 
conduits  that  are  attached  to  the  structural  framework  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Bridge.  During 
the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake,  all  major  utilities  to  the  island  were  lost  when  portions  of  the 
conduit  were  severed.  A  portion  of  the  bridge  itself  separated  from  the  rest  of  the  structure  and 
that  transportation  link  was  lost  for  over  two  months  while  repairs  were  made.  Given  the  fact 
that  personnel  could  be  isolated  and  services  could  again  be  disrupted  in  the  event  of  an 
earthquake,  the  isolation  of  this  location  from  major  transportation  services  and  public  access, 
and  the  likelihood  of  expensive  hazardous  materials  clean-up,  it  is  deemed  not  a  suitable  location 
for  providing  general  purpose  federal  office  space. 

2.1.7  Cumulative  Development  Considered  In  Analysis 

The  analysis  of  a  project  considers  its  impacts  in  light  of  the  existing  development.  To  be 
meaningful  from  a  planning  perspective,  and  to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  NEPA  and  CEQA, 
it  must  also  consider  the  project's  impacts  within  the  context  of  cumulative  development. 
Cumulative  development  includes  all  existing  development  and  adds  all  reasonably  foreseeable 
development.  Different  jurisdictions  compute  this  development  in  different  ways. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  defines  cumulative  development  as  the  gross  forecast 
of  development  within  the  metropolitan  region  where  the  site  is  located.  This  forecast, 
developed  by  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  is  a  projection  of  likely 
development  based  upon  factors  such  as  zoning  and  market  demands.  The  planning  period  for 
this  forecast  is  to  the  year  2010.  The  present  size  of  the  State  Office  Building  project  at  Golden 
Gate  and  Larkin,  and  the  proposed  Federal  Building  were  not  considered  when  the  forecasts 
were  developed.  For  purposes  of  this  project,  the  additional  square  footage  from  these  buildings 
will  be  added  to  the  ABAG  forecast,  and  the  result  will  serve  as  the  basis  for  analyzing  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  the  project. 

2.1.8  Environmentally  Superior  Alternative 

The  environmentally  superior  alternative  is  the  alternative  that  best  promotes  the  national 
environmental  policy  expressed  in  NEPA,  and  state  environmental  policy  expressed  in  CEQA. 
In  general,  this  refers  to  the  alternative  that  would  result  in  the  least  damage  to  the  environment 
and  best  protect  the  natural  and  cultural  resources. 

It  is  assumed  that  the  No  Action  alternative  would  preclude  the  provision  of  new  federal  space 
needed  to  consolidate  agencies  located  in  multiple  locations.  Implementation  of  the  No  Action 
alternative  would  cause  the  federal  government  to  continue  to  operate  with  agencies  housed  in 
multiple  locations,  thus  reducing  efficiency. 

CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15126(4)  specifies  that  "If  the  environmentally  superior  alternative 
is  the  'no  project'  alternative,  the  EIR  shall  also  identify  an  environmentally  superior  alternative 
among  the  other  alternatives."   Other  than  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  lease  or  purchase 
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alternatives  are  considered  to  be  environmentally  preferable.  This  is  due  to  the  fact  that  neither 
of  these  alternatives  would  require  construction  of  a  new  building  with  associated  impacts,  both 
short  and  long  term  (wind,  visual,  historic,  shadow,  etc.).  Therefore,  the  lease  or  purchase 
alternatives  would  eliminate  project  related  environmental  impacts. 

2.1.9  Preferred  and  Environmentally  Preferable  Alternative 

Preferred  Alternative 

As  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  a  lead  agency  must  identify  its 
preferred  alternative  if  one  exists  within  the  EIS  (40  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  1502. 14[e]). 
In  general,  an  agency's  preferred  alternative  is  the  one  that  it  believes  would  fulfill  its  statutory 
mission  and  responsibilities,  while  giving  consideration  to  economic,  environmental,  technical, 
and  other  factors.  Even  though  an  agency's  preferred  alternative  is  identified,  the  EIS  shall 
objectively  evaluate  all  alternatives  and  shall  not  be  slanted  to  support  the  preferred  alternative 
above  the  others. 

The  Untied  States  General  Services  Administration's  preferred  alternative,  with  regard  to 
providing  needed  occupiable  building  space  is  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  (refer  to 
Section  2.1.2). 

Environmentally  Preferable  Alternative 

The  environmentally  preferable  alternative  is  the  alternative  which  best  promotes  the  national 
environmental  policy  expressed  within  NEPA.  In  general,  this  refers  to  the  alternative  that 
would  result  in  the  least  damage  to  the  environment  and  best  protects  the  natural  and  cultural 
resources. 

It  is  assumed  that  the  No  Action  alternative  would  preclude  the  provision  of  needed  office  space 
which  is  the  primary  objective  of  the  project.  Implementation  of  the  No  Action  alternative 
would  cause  the  Federal  Government  to  continue  to  operate  with  agencies  housed  in  multiple 
locations,  thus  reducing  efficiency.  However,  as  stated  previously,  the  intent  of  this  section  is 
to  analyze  the  alternatives  that  are  capable  of  reducing  or  eliminating  project-related 
environmental  impacts. 

Other  than  the  No  Action  alternative,  the  lease  alternative  is  considered  the  environmentally 
preferable  alternative.  In  general,  the  lease  alternative  could  allow  the  federal  government  to 
fulfill  the  primary  objective  of  the  proposed  project.  However,  since  large  blocks  of  space  are 
generally  not  available  in  this  market,  the  Federal  Government  would  not  achieve  the  desired 
efficiency  of  housing  large  agencies  at  one  location. 
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This  section  describes  the  existing  conditions  at  each  of  the  alternative  sites  under 
consideration  as  possible  locations  for  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  Building.  The 
affected  environment  is  described  with  regard  to  sixteen  issue  areas  including  Geology  and 
Landform,  Vegetation  and  Wildlife,  Drainage,  Air  Quality,  Noise,  Natural  or  Depletable 
Resources,  Land  Use  Consistency,  Socioeconomics  and  Real  Estate  Market,  Aesthetic/Visual 
Resources,  Historic  Resources,  Public  Utilities  and  Public  Services,  Transportation  and 
Circulation,  Hazardous  Substances,  Wind,  Archaeological  Resources  and  Shadow.  Each  issue 
area  is  discussed  on  both  a  regional  level  and  a  site  specific  level  for  each  of  the  alternatives 
(Tenth  and  Market,  Seventh  and  Mission,  Purchase,  Lease  and  No  Action).  In  some  cases,  the 
regional  setting  will  describe  the  conditions  existing  at  specific  sites  When  this  occurs,  the 
reader  is  referred  to  the  regional  setting  in  lieu  of  a  site  specific  description. 
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3.1         GEOLOGY  AND  LANDFORM 


This  discussion  of  geologic  and  soil  conditions  in  the  project  area  includes  information  from  the 
following  sources:  the  Mission  Bay  FEIR  (1990),  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Department 
of  Planning;  the  Master  Plan  (1988),  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Department  of  Planning; 
the  San  Francisco  Main  Library  FEIR  (1992),  and  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Planning. 

3.1.1      Regional  Setting 

The  San  Francisco  Peninsula  is  located  within  the  California  Coastal  Range  geomorphic 
province,  and  is  underlain  by  bedrock  of  the  Franciscan  Formation  (Late  Jurassic  to  Cretaceous), 
and  the  Great  Valley  Sequence.  The  peninsula  is  bisected  by  foothills  associated  with  the 
Coastal  Range,  and  contains  fragments  of  the  Coastal  Range  ophiolite.  The  peninsula  forms  the 
southwestern  boundary  of  San  Francisco  Bay,  which  receives  drainage  from  the  adjacent  Great 
Valley  geomorphic  province  via  the  Sacramento  River.  Lithologies  recognized  on  the  peninsula 
include  sandstone,  shale,  chert,  and  greenstone  of  the  Franciscan  Formation,  sandstone  and  shale 
of  the  Great  Valley  sequence,  and  serpentine,  gabbro  and  dunite  of  the  Coastal  Range. 

Seismic  Conditions 

Seismic  activity  is  common  throughout  California.  Numerous  folds  and  faults  are  located  within 
northern  California,  and  are  indicative  of  the  tectonic  activity  occurring  within  the  California 
region.  The  maximum  credible  event  expected  to  occur  along  faults  within  50  miles  of  San 
Francisco  is  presented  in  Table  3.1  1.  A  maximum  credible  earthquake  is  defined  as  a  "worst 
case"  event. — The  distance  to  selected  faults,  their  estimated  maximum  credible  earthquakes 
(MCE),  and  preliminary  estimates  of  peak  ground  acceleration  due  to  the  occurrence  of  the  MCE 
are  presented  in  Table  3.1-1.  The  listed  faults  were  selected  on  the  basis  of  their  proximity  to 
the  site  and  their  potential  to  generate  strong  ground  motion  at  the  site.  The  MCE  is  defined 
as  the  maximum  earthquake  that  appears  to  be  capable  of  occurring  within  the  known  tectonic 
framework  and  is  a  "worst  case"  event.  The  estimates  of  peak  ground  acceleration  are  for 
median  values  of  horizontal  acceleration  and  were  estimated  using  the  attenuation  relationships 
proposed  by  Idriss  (1991)  for  soft  soil  sites.  The  estimates  of  peak  ground  acceleration  and  the 
relevance  of  the  attenuation  relationship  should  be  reviewed  when  site-specific  data  are  available 
during  the  geoteennical  evaluation  of  the  site. 
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Table  3.1-1 

Significant  Faults  in  the  San  Andreas  Fault  System 
(table  modified  from  DEIS/DEIR) 


Name 

Paul* 

r  a  uk 
Type 

Approximate  Distance 
From  Site  (miles) 

Maximum  Credible 
Earthquake1  (Magnitude) 

Peak  Ground 
Acceleration  (g) 

Miller  Creek/Palomares 

Dip-Slip 

11 

6.3 

0.32 

Antioch 

Strike-Slip 

36 

6.7 

0.17 

Greenville 

Same 

35 

7.3 

0.25 

Concord 

Same 

25 

6.7 

0.21 

Green  Valley 

Same 

27 

7.0 

0.23 

Healdsburg/Rogers  Creek 

Same 

26 

7.0 

0.23 

Palo  Colorado/San  Gregorio 

Same 

11 

7.7 

0.41 

Hayward 

Same 

11 

7.5 

0.40 

Calaveras 

Same 

23 

7.5 

0.30 

San  Andreas 

Same 

8 

8.0 

0.48 

Source:        Blake  (1995),  Preliminary  Fault  Data  for  EQFAULT  and  FRISKSP. 


1    The  term  maximum  credible  earthquake  (MCE)  is  defined  as  the  largest  earthquake  which  is  likely  to  be  generated 
along  an  active  fault  zone  (Slemmons  &  Chung,  1982).  The  magnitude  of  the  MCE  is  estimated  from  the  geologic 
character  and  earthquake  history  of  the  fault.  Most  workers,  when  calculating  the  MCE  for  the  strike-slip  faults  of 
the  Coast  Ranges,  estimate  the  potential  length  of  surface  rupture,  then  use  empirical  relations  which  equate  rupture 
length  with  earthquake  magnitude.  As  a  minimum,  the  MCE  must  equal  the  largest  historic  earthquake  on  a  fault. 

Special  geologic  study  areas!  arc  illustrated  in  Figure  3.1  1.  No  active  faults  or  Alquist-Priolo 
Special  Study  Earthquake  Fault  Zones  occur  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco2.  However, 
several  faults  are  located  within  the  region,  and  have  significantly  affected  structures  in  the  past. 
Both  the  San  Andreas  and  Hayward  Faults  have  histories  of  earthquake  activity,  including  the 
Loma  Prieta  earthquake  in  October  1989,  which  registered  a  Richter  magnitude  of  7.1.  The 
epicenter  of  this  quake  was  located  northeast  of  Santa  Cruz,  approximately  60  miles  from  the 
project  area. 

The  earthquake  produced  strong  groundshaking  that  lasted  approximately  15  seconds,  and  caused 
extensive  damage  to  cities  within  the  epicentral  region,  including  Santa  Cruz,  Watsonville, 
Hollister,  and  Los  Gatos.  Other  areas,  including  San  Francisco  and  Oakland,  also  experienced 
damage. 

In  general,  damage  within  San  Francisco  was  greatest  in  areas  developed  on  filled  land  along 
the  northern  and  eastern  edge  of  the  City.  Liquefaction-induced  ground  failure  and  ground 
settlement  associated  with  filled  areas  affected  both  the  Marina  District  and  South  of  Market 


i — Special  Goologio  Study  Areas,  ao  identified  in  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  inolude  all  areas  of  San  Franoiooo 
in  which  one  or  more  potential  geologic  hazards  enioti 

2  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studios  Zone  Earthquake  Fault  Zones  are  delineated  by  the  State  of  California  Division 
of  Mines  and  Geology  (CDMG),  and  indicate  areas  of  fault  movement  within  the  last  11,000  years.  Any 
development  within  an  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studios  Earthquake  Fault  Zone  is  required  to  complete  a  geologic 
study  to  assess  geologic  hazards. 
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area.  Areas  with  potential  for  ground  failure,  including  liquefaction,  subsidences,  landslides  and 
inundation  are  shown  on  Figures  3.1-51  through  3. 1-65. 

Older,  unreinforced  masonry  buildings  performed  poorly,  with  partial  collapse,  foundation 
failure  and  parapet  damage  occurring  through  a  wide  area.  This  type  of  damage  is  typical  of 
moderate- sized  earthquakes. 

Stratigraphy  and  Soil  Properties 

The  majority  of  the  San  Francisco  area  is  underlain  by  the  Franciscan  Assemblage,  a  complex 
bedrock  of  ancient  ocean  floor  materials  which  have  been  squeezed  together  and  uplifted  along 
the  central  and  northern  California  coast.  The  assemblage  contains  a  variety  of  rocks  formed 
on  the  ocean  floor  and  subsequently  deformed  by  large  scale  geologic  processes. — Before 
deposition  of  the  younger  sedimentary  material  on  it,  the  Franciscan  bedrock  was  exposed  to  the 
surface  with  considerable  relief  and  deep  weathering.  Therefore,  the  bedrock  surface  is  steeply 
sloping  and  irregular,  as  opposed  to  a  flat  solid  surface  at  a  continuous  depth. 

Four  alluvial  soil  layers  arc  present  over  the  Franciscan  assemblage  in  the  eastern  peninsula. 
The  oldest  of  these  layers,  the  San  Antonio  formation,  overlies  the  Franciscan  formation  and 
consists  of  silts  and  ovcrconsolidatcd  marine  clays  of  moderate  strength  and  low  compressibility. 
This  layer  may  be  more  than  200  feet  thick  in  the  middle  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay,  but  may  not 
occur  along  the  margins  of  the  bay. 

The  two  uppermost  soil  layers  of  the  eastern  peninsula  consist  of  sediments  with  high 
compressibility  and  low  strength.  The  Bay  Mud  layer  overlies  the  sands  of  the  Posey  formation, 
and  can  be  divided  into  two  units,  an  older  semi  consolidated  member  and  a  younger  soft 
member.  The  older  member  is  ovcrconsolidatcd,  but  not  as  severely  as  the  clays  of  the  San 
Antonio  formation. — In  general,  both  Bay  Mud  units  arc  high  in  water  content,  weak  and 
compressible;  however,  in  some  locations  the  older  Bay  Mud  is  stiff  enough  to  support  piles. 
Overlying  the  two  Bay  Mud  units  is  a  layer  of  fill  material,  which  consists  of  highly  variable 
mixtures  of  sands  with  some  silts  and  clays,  as  well  as  rubble  and  cinders  associated  with 
demolition  activities  following  the  San  Francisco  earthquake  of  1906. 

The  following  discussion  of  stratigraphy  and  soil  properties  in  the  project  area  is  based  on 
review  of  published  geologic  literature,  geologic  maps,  and  borehole  logs  generated  for  the  Bay 
Area  Rapid  Transit  project.  In  general,  the  stratigraphic  units  underlying  the  project  area  consist 
of  the  following:  artificial  fill,  Holocene  alluvium,  dune  deposits  and  bay  mud  and  Pleistocene 
Colma  Formation.  These  units  are  underlain  at  depth  by  basement  rock  of  the  Cretaceous 
Franciscan  Assemblage  which  is  predominantly  composed  of  graywacke  sandstone  and  shale. 

Logs  of  boreholes  excavated  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission 
sites  (Dames  &  Moore,  1964),  and  a  map  showing  the  limit  of  bay  mud  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
sites  (Joyner,  1992)  are  attached  to  Comment  Letter  9  in  Section  12. 
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SOURCES:  San  Francisco  North  Quadrangle,  California  Department  of  Conservation, 
Division  of  Mines  and  Geology,  July  1,  1996. 

San  Francisco  South  Quadrangle,  URS/John  Blume  and  Associates,  1974. 
Treasure  Island.  Treadwell  and  Rollo,  1995. 
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Potential  Subsidence  Hazards 


SOURCE:  URS/John  Blume  and  Associates.  1974. 
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Figure  3.1-2 
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Pocential  Landslide  Hazards 


SOURCE;  URS/John  Blume  and  Associates,  1974. 
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Figure  3.1-3 
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Potential  Inundation  Hazards 


SOURCE:  Maps  showing  areas  of  potenual  inundation  by  tsunamis  in  the 

San  Francisco  Bay  Region,  United  States  Geological  Survey.  1972. 
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The  Tenth  and  Market  Street  location  is  likely  underlain  by  fill,  dune  sand,  alluvium,  Colma 
Formation,  and  Franciscan  Formation  (Dames  &  Moore,  1964;  Schlocker,  1974),  as  described 
below: 

•  Undifferentiated  Dune  Sand  and  Artificial  Fill  is  mapped  from  the  ground 
surface  to  depths  of  about  50  to  60  feet.  The  undifferentiated  material  ranges  in 
classification  from  loose  to  dense,  silty  and  clayey  sand  to  fine  sand.  The 
engineering  properties  of  the  undifferentiated  dune  sand  and  fill  are  likely  variable 
depending  on  composition  and  consistency. 

•  Alluvium  consisting  of  clayey  sand  to  fine  sand  is  logged  below  the  dune  sand 
and  fill  at  depths  of  about  60  to  70  feet  below  the  ground  surface  along  Market 
Street  between  Tenth  and  Eleventh  Street  (Dames  &  Moore,  1964).  The  strength 
and  compressibility  of  the  alluvium  are  likely  variable  depending  on  composition. 

•  Colma  Formation  consisting  of  unconsolidated,  fine  to  medium  sand  with 
interbeds  of  clayey  to  silty  sand  is  mapped  underlying  the  alluvium  (Schlocker, 
1974).  The  Colma  Formation  is  classified  as  having  moderate  to  high  shear 
strengths  (Schlocker,  1974). 

•  Franciscan  Formation  bedrock  is  estimated  to  underlie  the  Colma  Formation  at 
depths  of  greater  than  150  feet  at  the  Market  and  Tenth  Street  Site  (Schlocker, 
1974).  The  lithology  of  the  Franciscan  Formation  is  likely  similar  to  that  at  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Street  Site. 

On  the  basis  of  extrapolation  of  nearby  subsurface  conditions  (Dames  &  Moore,  1964;  Joyner, 
1992),  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  is  underlain  by  artificial  fill,  alluvium,  bay  mud  and 
Franciscan  bedrock,  in  descending  order: 

•  Artificial  Fill  consisting  of  mostly  dune  sand  (Schlocker,  1974;  Dames  &  Moore, 
1964)  is  mapped  within  the  approximate  upper  20  feet.  The  fill  is  described  as 
fine-grained  sand  with  lenses  of  organic  debris.  The  strength  and  compressibility 
of  the  fill  is  variable  depending  on  the  composition,  method  of  placement,  age, 
thickness  of  underlying  material,  and  ground  water  conditions  (Schlocker,  1974). 

•  Alluvium  consisting  of  peat,  silty  clay,  clayey  sand  and  fine  sand  is  logged 
underlying  the  artificial  fill  to  depths  of  up  to  about  80  to  90  feet  in  the  vicinity 
of  Seventh  and  Market  Street  (Dames  &  Moore,  1964).  The  strength  and 
compressibility  of  the  alluvium  are  likely  variable  depending  on  composition. 
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•  Bay  Mud  consisting  of  sandy,  high  plasticity  clay  to  fine  sand  is  logged  below 
the  alluvium.  The  thickness  of  the  bay  mud  is  about  20  to  30  feet.  The 
engineering  properties  of  the  bay  mud  are  typically  poor  to  moderate  (Schlocker, 
1974). 

•  Sandstone  and  shale  units  of  the  Franciscan  Formation  are  mapped  at  depths  of 
greater  than  about  110  to  120  feet  below  the  ground  surface  (Schlocker,  1974; 
Dames  &  Moore,  1964).  The  sandstone  beds  in  the  Franciscan  are  typically 
massive  and  are  arkosic  to  lithic  graywacke  in  composition.  Shale  beds  range 
from  massive  to  laminated  and  are  composed  of  predominantly  silt-size  micaceous 
minerals.  The  engineering  properties  in  the  sandstone  and  shale  range  from 
relatively  high  strength  in  unweathered  beds  to  moderate  to  low  in  weathered  and 
sheared  beds  (Schlocker,  1974). 

Geologic  Hazards 

The  following  discussion  has  been  limited  to  geologic  hazards  that  may  occur  within  the  project 
area. 

Groundshaking.  Groundshaking  or  ground  motion  is  caused  by  the  release  of  accumulated 
energy  during  an  earthquake.  The  energy  is  released  in  the  form  of  seismic  waves  which  travel 
outward  in  all  directions  from  the  earthquake  epicenter.  The  intensity  of  groundshaking  at  a 
particular  site  is  a  function  of  several  factors  including  maximum  ground  acceleration,  near 
surface  amplification,  distance  from  the  earthquake  epicenter,  duration  of  shaking  and  natural 
vibration  speed.  The  primary  effect  of  groundshaking  is  the  damage  or  destruction  of  buildings 
and  infrastructure,  and  thus  potential  for  loss  of  life.  In  San  Francisco,  groundshaking  of  the 
greatest  intensity  would  be  generated  from  the  San  Andreas  Fault,  which  has  an  MCE  magnitude 
of  &r3-8.0  (see  Table  3.1-1).  Scientists  believe  that  the  probability  of  this  earthquake  over  the 
next  30  years  is  2  percent.  However,  there  is  a  much  higher  probability  of  a  smaller,  but  still 
very  damaging  earthquake.  They  estimate  a  67  percent  chance  of  at  least  one  earthquake  of  7.0 
or  more  on  one  of  the  faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region. 

During  a  seismic  event,  groundshaking  intensity  at  a  particular  location  is  strongly  affected  by 
the  underlying  geologic  materials.  Thick,  poorly  consolidated  soils  tend  to  amplify  and  prolong 
the  shaking.  In  the  San  Francisco  area,  the  soil  most  susceptible  to  shaking  is  Bay  Mud. 
Miscellaneous  uncompacted  fill  materials,  such  as  sand  and  rubble,  would  also  be  susceptible 
to  groundshaking.  Both  of  these  materials  are  found  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project 
sites. 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  has  been  mapped  for  shaking  intensities  that  would  occur  from  a 
major  earthquake  (Blumc,  1974).  Maps  depicting  this  information  arc  known  as  Blumc  Mapfl. 
In  conjunction  with  the  mapping,  a  five  point  scale  for  ground  shaking  ranging  from  E  (weak) 
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to  A  (very  violent)  has  been  developed.  Table  3.1  2  shows  the  complete  Hating  of  intensities 
and  their  corresponding  explanations. 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  has  been  mapped  (Perkins  and  Boatwright  1995, 
www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/eqmaps.html)  for  shaking  intensities  that  would  occur  from 
major  earthquakes  along  significant  faults  in  the  region.  Maps  depicting  this  information  for  a 
magnitude  7. 1  earthquake  on  the  San  Andreas  Fault  and  for  a  magnitude  7. 1  earthquake  on  the 
Northern  Hay  ward  Fault  are  also  presented  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Community  Safety 
Element  (1996).  The  shaking  intensity  associated  with  the  various  earthquake  scenarios  are 
quantified  using  a  Modified  Mercalli  Intensity  Scale.  Table  3. 1-2  shows  the  complete  listing  of 
intensities  and  their  corresponding  explanations. 


Table  3.1-2 
Modified  Mercalli  Intensity  Scale 

(table  modified  from  DEIS/DEIR) 


Intensity 

Observed  Effects  of  Earthquake 

I 

Not  felt  except  by  very  few  under  especially  favorable  conditions. 

II 

Felt  only  by  a  few  persons  at  rest,  especially  by  those  on  upper  floors  of  buildings.  Delicately  suspended 
objects  may  swing. 

III 

Felt  quite  noticeably  by  persons  indoors,  especially  in  upper  floors  of  buildings.  Many  people  do  not 
recognize  it  as  an  earthquake.  Standing  vehicles  may  rock  slightly.  Vibrations  similar  to  the  passing  of  a 
truck.  Duration  estimated. 

IV 

During  the  day,  felt  indoors  by  many,  outdoors  by  a  few.  At  night,  some  awakened.  Dishes,  windows, 
doors  disturbed;  walls  make  cracking  sound.  Sensation  like  heavy  truck  striking  building.  Standing 
vehicles  rock  noticeably. 

V 

Felt  by  nearly  everyone;  many  awakened.  Some  dishes,  windows  broken.  Unstable  objects  overturned. 
Pendulum  clocks  may  stop. 

VI 

Felt  by  all,  many  frightened.  Some  heavy  furniture  moved.  A  few  instances  of  fallen  plaster.  Damage 
slight. 

vn 

Damage  negligible  in  buildings  of  good  design  and  construction;  slight  to  moderate  in  well-built  ordinary 
structures;  considerable  damage  in  poorly  built  structures.  Some  chimneys  broken. 

VIII 

Damage  slight  in  specially  designed  structures;  considerable  damage  in  ordinary  substantial  buildings,  with 
partial  collapse.  Damage  great  in  poorly  built  structures.  Fallen  chimneys,  factory  stacks,  columns, 
monuments,  walls.  Heavy  furniture  overturned. 

IX 

Damage  considerable  in  specially  designed  structures;  well  designed  frame  structures  thrown  out  of  plumb. 
Damage  great  in  substantial  buildings,  with  partial  collapses.  Buildings  shifted  off  foundations. 

X 

Some  well-built  wooden  structures  destroyed;  most  masonry  and  frame  structures  with  foundations 
destroyed.  Rails  bent. 

XI 

Few,  if  any,  masonry  structures  remain  standing.  Bridges  destroyed.  Rails  bent  greatly. 

XII 

Damage  total.  Lines  of  sight  and  level  are  distorted.  Objects  thrown  into  air. 

Soufoe: — Blume,  John  A.  and  Aooooiateo.  June,  1974 


Note;  Intenoitieo  are  given  for  earthquake  oimilar  to  the  1906  event  in  magnitude  and  proximity  to  San  Franaieeo 
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Liquefaction.  Liquefaction  is  the  loss  of  soil  strength  due  to  seismic  forces  acting  on  saturated, 
granular  soil,  which  leads  to  an  unstable  soil  condition  generating  various  types  of  ground 
failure.  The  potential  for  liquefaction  is  determined  by  soil  type,  soil  densities,  ground  water 
table,  and  the  duration  of  groundshaking. 

Liquefaction  is  most  likely  to  occur  in  low-lying  areas  of  poorly  consolidated  to  unconsolidated 
|   water- saturated  sediments  or  similar  deposits  of  artificial  fill.  The  California  Department  of 
j   Conservation,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (CDMG)  is  preparing  maps  of  areas  of 
j  liquefaction  potential,  as  required  by  the  Seismic  Hazard  Mapping  Act  of  1990.  These  maps, 
|  once  they  are  officially  adopted,  must  be  used  by  the  City  when  preparing  the  Safety  Element 
|  and  when  adopting  land  use  plans.  Development  proposals  within  the  Seismic  Hazards  Zones 
J   shown  on  the  official  maps  must  include  a  geotechnical  investigation  and  must  contain  design 
!  and  construction  features  that  will  mitigate  any  recognized  liquefaction  hazard.    Areas  of 
!  potential  liquefaction  are  shown  in  Figure  3.1-12.  As  indicated  on  the  figure,  both  sites  are 
j   shown  to  be  within  designated  Seismic  Hazard  Zones.  In  the  San  Francisco  area,  unengineered 
artificial  fill  was  utilized  during  the  mid-nineteenth  century  to  reclaim  property  from  the  bay. 
Natural  drainages  were  also  reclaimed  with  unengineered  artificial  fill,  including  both  Mission 
Creek  and  Islais  Creek.  Fill  associated  with  Mission  Creek  covers  a  large  portion  of  the  South 
of  Market  District,  and  can  be  found  within  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project  sites. 

Subsidence.   Subsidence  is  the  sinking  of  the  ground  surface  caused  by  the  compression  or 
collapse  of  earth  materials.  Subsidence  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  is  primarily  associated  with 
ground  water  removal  or  migration  and  liquefaction.  Areas  of  potential  subsidence  are  shown 
|  in  Figure  3.1-25. 

Landslides/Mudslides.  A  landslide  is  the  perceptible  downslope  movement  of  earth  masses.  It 
is  part  of  the  continuous,  natural  process  of  downhill  movement  of  rock,  soil  and  debris.  The 
potential  for  landslides,  mudslides,  and  slope  instability  exists  in  areas  of  the  City  with  steep 
!  slopes  and  unstable  soils.  Areas  of  potential  landslide  hazards  are  shown  in  Figure  3.1-34. 
Because  landslide  hazards  are  not  present  in  the  project  area,  they  are  not  discussed  in  Section 
4.1. 

Inundation.  Given  its  location  on  the  peninsula,  portions  of  the  City  are  subject  to  periodic  tidal 
inundation.  The  100-year  high  tide  (the  height  which  is  equalled  or  exceeded  with  an  average 
frequency  of  once  every  100  years)  would  reach  an  elevation  of  approximately  -2.0  feet  San 
Francisco  Datum  (SFD).3 


3    San  Francisco  datum  is  a  local  reference  elevation  equivalent  to  approximately  8.6  feet  above  mean  sea  level. 
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Areas  potentially  affected  by  tidal  inundation  are  generally  limited  to  low-lying  areas  along  the 
"channel"  portion  of  the  peninsula,  including  the  Marina  District.  Areas  designated  as  having 
the  potential  for  inundation  are  shown  in  Figure  3.1-45.  j 

Limited  areas  of  the  peninsula  are  also  subject  to  inundation  from  water  storage  reservoirs  in 
the  event  of  dam  or  tank  failure.  Areas  located  downstream  of  these  facilities  and  subject  to 
potential  inundation  are  shown  in  Figure  3. 1-56.  Potential  causes  for  failure  include  seismic  j 
events,  structural  failure,  erosion,  and  mass  waste.  Inundation  is  not  discussed  in  Section  4.1. 

3.1.2    Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  located  just  south  of  Market  Street  neaf^within  potential  j 
liquefaction  and  subsidence  hazard  areas  delineated  by  the  CDMG.  in  the  Community  Safety  j 
Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan.  On  the  basis  of  the  potential  for  ground  failure,  the  \ 
site  is  considered  to  be  in  a  Seismic  Hazard  Zone.   The  site  is  not  located  within  a  Special  | 
Geologic  Study  Area  an  Alquist  Priolo  Study-Earthquake  Fault  Zone.4  However,  the  site  is  | 
located  in  an  area  that  would  be  subject  to  a  ground3haking  intensity  of — C  (very  strong) 
according  to  the  Blumc  Maps.  Under  this  designation,  masonry  would  crack  and  buildings  may 
collapse  (sec  Table  3.12).  In  addition,  frame  buildings  may  lurch  when  on  weak  underpinnings 
and  may  collapse  (Blumc,  1974).  As  shown  on  Ground  Shaking  intensity  maps  presented  in 
Perkins  and  Boatwright  (1995),  the  site  would  be  subject  to  a  Modified  Mercalli  Index  Shaking 
Intensity  of  VII  to  VIII  as  a  result  of  a  Magnitude  7.1  earthquake  on  the  San  Andreas  or 
Northern  Hay  ward  Faults.  Under  this  designation,  the  damage  would  be  slight  to  negligible  in 
buildings  of  good  design  and  construction,  considerable  damage  would  occur  in  ordinary 
substantial  buildings,  and  great  damage  would  occur  to  poorly-built  structures.  The  site  is  not 
located  within  landslide  or  inundation  hazard  areas. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  is  located  south  of  Market  Street  within  liquefaction  hazard  j 

areas  delineated  by  CDMG.    On  the  basis  of  the  potential  for  ground  failure,  the  site  is  | 

considered  to  be  in  a  Seismic  Hazard  Zone,  and  is  in  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area.  This  area  J 
is  subject  to  liquefaction  and  subsidence  hazards  as  delineated  in  the  Community  Safety  Element 

of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan.  The  site  is  not  located  within  an  Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  | 

Fault  Zone.  The  site  is  also  in  an  area  designated  as  B  (violent)  on  the  Blumc  map  of  the  City.  | 

As  shown  on  Ground  Shaking  intensity  maps  presented  in  Perkins  and  Boatwright  (1995),  the  | 

site  would  be  subject  to  a  Modified  Mercalli  Index  Shaking  Intensity  of  VII  to  VIII  as  a  result  | 


i — The  Community  Safety  Element  dofinoo  Special  Geologic  Study  Areas  booed  upon  those  potential  hazards  (aoo 
Figure  3. 1  1).  Objoctivoo  and  PolioieQ  within  tho  Element  includo  Life  Safety  Polioy  4,  which  required  geologic 
or  soil  engineering  oito  investigations,  and  oompenoating  otructural  design  baood  on  findings  for  all  bow 
9truoturoo  in  special  geologic  study  aroao.- 
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of  a  Magnitude  7. 1  earthquake  on  the  north  peninsula  segment  of  the  San  Andreas  or  Northern 
Hayward  Faults.  Under  this  designation,  the  damage  would  be  slight  to  negligible  in  buildings 
of  good  design  and  construction,  considerable  damage  would  occur  in  ordinary  substantial 
buildings,  and  great  damage  would  occur  to  poorly-built  structures.  The  site  is  not  located 
within  landslide  or  inundation  hazard  areas. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  result  in  the  purchase  of  an  office  building  at  an  undetermined 
site  within  the  Central  Business  District  (CBD).  If  located  in  the  CBD,  the  site  would  generally 
be  subject  to  potential  liquefaction,  subsidence  and  strong  or  violent  groundshaking  in  the  event 
of  a  major  earthquake. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  Lease  Alternative  would  result  in  the  lease  of  office  space  at  an  undetermined  site  within 
the  CBD.  Although  one  site  has  not  been  identified,  any  location  in  the  CBD  would  generally 
be  subject  to  potential  liquefaction,  subsidence  and  strong  or  violent  groundshaking  in  the  event 
of  a  major  earthquake. 

£.       No  Action  Alternative 

Federal  agencies  currently  occupy  a  number  of  leased  and  owned  facilities  within  the  CBD. 
Geologic  conditions  at  these  facilities  are  expected  to  be  similar  to  those  previously  discussed. 
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Vegetation  and  wildlife  resources  of  the  project  sites  were  evaluated  based  upon  a  site 
investigation  conducted  by  Fugro  West,  Inc.,  in  March  1994,  as  well  as  regional  and  local  data 
sources. 

3.2.1      Regional  Setting 

Prior  to  urbanization,  the  vicinity  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission  sites 
consisted  of  tidal  marshland,  coastal  grassland,  and  riparian  communities.  Over  its  development 
history,  however,  the  preferred  site  was  covered  with  unconsolidated  fill  and  rubble.  Natural 
vegetation  has  been  replaced  with  impervious  surfaces  such  as  streets,  parking  lots,  and 
buildings.  Furthermore,  population  numbers  of  native  fauna  within  the  region  have  declined  due 
to  the  conversion  of  natural  habitats. 

The  project  site  and  alternative  sites  are  consistent  with  the  Heavily  Developed  Downtown  Zone 
urban  habitat  category  described  by  McBride  and  Reid  (1988).  The  soil  in  these  habitats  has 
been  modified  by  construction  practices;  air  temperature  is  increased  as  heat-absorbing  materials, 
such  as  asphalt  and  concrete,  are  introduced;  shading  is  lost  as  tree  canopy  is  removed  (even 
though  tree  canopies  may  become  more  dense  as  urban  landscaping  matures);  water  quality  and 
availability  are  diminished  as  impervious  surfaces  increase  and  urban  pollutants  accumulate;  and 
air  quality  diminishes  as  emissions  from  autos,  homes,  and  commercial  entities  increase  (Vessel 
and  Wong  1987;  Leedy  et  al.,  1978).  The  biological  resources,  such  as  roosting  and  nesting 
sites,  escape  cover,  migration  and/or  travel  corridors,  and  foraging  habitat,  are  lost  or  altered 
as  a  result  of  these  processes.  Consequently,  the  changes  to  the  abiotic  and  biotic  environments 
result  in  very  low  species  populations  and  diversity  and  favor  those  species  and  communities  that 
tolerate  these  conditions,  and  are  able  to  exploit  human  food  resources  and  use  buildings  or  other 
manmade  structures  for  cover  and  nesting. 

Federal  agencies,  as  directed  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  of  1973  (as  amended), 
must  ensure  that  actions  authorized,  funded,  or  carried  out  will  not  jeopardize  the  existence  of 
any  threatened  or  endangered  species,  and/or  critical  habitat.  The  California  Natural  Diversity 
Data  Base,  an  inventory  of  recorded  observances  of  sensitive  plants,  sensitive  animal,  and 
natural  communities  (State  and  Federal)  was  queried  for  occurrences  of  habitats  and  taxa  within 
the  project  vicinity  (San  Francisco  North  USGS  7.5'  quadrangle).  The  query  identified  no 
sensitive  natural  communities  in  the  area. 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  has  a  tree  ordinance  to  preserve  street  trees  and  provide  for  the 
planting  of  street  trees  in  the  City.  The  ordinance  requires  the  protection  of  street  trees  from 
construction  work  and  conformance  to  guidelines  established  by  the  Assistant  Superintendent  of 
Urban  Forestry.  A  permit  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  is  required  before  the  removal 
of  any  street  tree  is  allowed  (DPW  Sec.  808  of  S.F.  Public  Works  Code). 
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3.2.2      Site  Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  a  parcel  currently  occupied  by  impervious  surface 
cover  and  buildings.  Vegetation  on  the  site  is  confined  to  several  sycamore  street  trees 
(Platanus  racemosa).  On  the  basis  of  size  and  species,  the  site  does  not  contain  any  heritage 
trees. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  currently  the  Greyhound  Bus  Depot  and  a  parking 
lot.  Vegetation  on  the  site  is  confined  to  ruderal,  or  weedy,  vegetation  and  some  ornamental 
trees  at  the  southeast  corner  of  the  site. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

No  specific  site  has  been  identified  for  purchase  by  GSA.  Therefore,  no  description  of  the  site- 
specific  setting  is  possible. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

No  specific  site  has  been  identified  for  lease  by  GSA.  Therefore,  no  description  of  the  site- 
specific  setting  is  possible. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  offices  of  federal  agencies  would  remain  in  federally 
owned  or  leased  office  spaces.  These  office  spaces  are  located  in  several  buildings  around  the 
CBD. 
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3.3  DRAINAGE 


This  section  discusses  drainage  issues  for  the  alternative  sites.  Geologic  hazards  are  discussed 
in  Section  3.1,  Geology  and  Landform.  The  following  discussion  of  drainage  utilized 
information  from  the  following  sources;  the  Mission  Bay  FEIR  (1990),  prepared  by  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco;  the  Draft  General  Management  Plan  Amendment  Presidio  of  California 
(1993),  prepared  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior;  and  consultation  with  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  Public  Works  staff. 

3.3.1      Regional  Setting 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  is  located  on  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula,  which  extends  between  the 
Pacific  Ocean  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  Drainage  of  the  peninsula  is  divided  into  four 
watersheds  which  generally  correspond  to  natural  topography.  The  peninsula  is  divided  into 
Westside  and  Bayside  drainage  areas  by  foothills  associated  with  the  Coastal  Range  that  run 
north-south  through  the  center  of  the  peninsula  and  extend  to  an  elevation  of  920  feet.  Smaller 
drainage  areas  exist  in  the  northern  and  southeastern  portions  of  the  peninsula. 

The  San  Francisco  area  has  a  temperate  maritime  climate  characterized  by  cool  wet  winters  and 
foggy  summers.  Extreme  temperatures  are  rare  due  to  the  maritime  influence.  Annual 
maximum  and  minimum  temperatures  are  seldom  above  80°F  or  below  40°F.  The  annual 
average  high  temperature  is  66°F.  Areas  with  marine  exposure  are  considerably  cooler.  Mean 
annual  precipitation  is  approximately  21  inches,  the  majority  of  which  occurs  from  November 
to  April.  Runoff  on  the  peninsula  is  directly  related  to  precipitation  events,  as  climactic  and 
landform  characteristics  are  not  conducive  to  continuous  runoff. 

Precipitation  events  are  generally  discussed  in  terms  of  recurrence  interval,  which  defines  the 
frequency  at  which  a  given  size  storm,  and  resulting  drainage  flow,  is  likely  to  occur. 
Therefore,  a  100-year  event  is  a  storm  that  is  statistically  expected  to  occur  on  the  average  of 
once  every  100  years.  The  100-year  event  is  generally  utilized  for  planning  and  flood  plain 
management  purposes,  and  the  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency  delineates  flood  plains 
associated  with  a  100-year  event  for  insurance  regulation.  There  are  no  delineated  100-year 
flood  plains  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  (Anderson,  personal  communication,  1994). 
Drainage  of  the  City  is  via  sheet  flow  along  city  streets  to  drains  connected  to  the  City  sewer 
system,  which  is  operated  by  the  San  Francisco  Clean  Water  Program.  The  system  conveys 
both  storm  water  and  wastewater  to  five  Water  Pollution  Control  Plants,  which  provide  treatment 
and  ocean  discharge. 
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3.3  Drainage 

3.3.2       Site  Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  consists  of  approximately  2. 1  acres  and  is  located  within 
the  Bayside  drainage  area.  The  site  is  currently  developed  with  two-  and  four-story  structures. 
A  former  car  wash  and  pump  island  canopy  are  located  on  the  corner  of  Mission  and  Tenth 
Streets.  The  majority  of  the  site  is  covered  by  impervious  surface  areas,  with  the  exception  of 
limited  landscaping  areas.  Drainage  flows  from  the  site  generated  by  storms  with  a  5-year 
frequency  or  less  are  conveyed  within  the  underground  sewer  system  southward  along  Tenth 
Street  to  the  Berry  Street  Pump  Station  via  an  81-inch  drainage/ sewer  main.  This  station  is  part 
of  the  Bayside  Core  System,  which  conveys  both  drainage  and  wastewater  from  the  Bayside 
drainage  area  to  the  Southeast  Water  Pollution  Control  Plant. 

Drainage  flows  generated  by  precipitation  events  with  a  greater  than  5-year  frequency  are 
conveyed  via  surface  streets  southward  toward  the  San  Francisco  Bay.  City  of  San  Francisco 
Public  Works  staff  indicate  that  sheet  flooding  and  ponding  occur  in  the  South  of  Market  area 
due  to  the  lack  of  slope  associated  with  the  area.  However,  this  sheet  flooding  is  of  a  temporary 
nature,  and  is  not  considered  significant  (Anderson,  personal  communication,  1994).  The  Tenth 
and  Market  Alternative  site  is  not  located  within  any  potential  tidal  or  reservoir  inundation  areas. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  approximately  3.6  acres  in  size  and  is  also  located 
within  the  Bayside  drainage  area.  The  site  was  previously  developed  with  a  Greyhound  bus 
station.  The  majority  of  the  site  currently  is  covered  with  impervious  surface  area  and  is  used 
for  parking,  with  the  exception  of  limited  landscaping  areas.  Two  4-story  vacant  buildings  are 
located  adjacent  to  Seventh  Street.  As  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  is  located  within  the 
same  drainage  area  as  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site,  conveyance  of  drainage  is  in  the 
same  manner,  with  flows  conveyed  southward  to  the  Berry  Street  Pump  Station  via  a  66-inch 
drainage/ sewer  main  located  in  Seventh  Street.  As  previously  discussed,  conveyance  of  drainage 
flows  via  surface  streets  during  storm  events  of  a  greater  than  5-year  frequency  is  affected  by 
the  lack  of  slope  in  the  South  of  Market  Area.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  not 
located  within  any  potential  tidal  or  reservoir  inundation  areas. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  result  in  the  purchase  of  office  space  at  an  undetermined  site 
within  the  CBD.  Although  this  site  has  not  been  defined,  drainage  characteristics  are  expected 
to  be  similar  to  those  previously  discussed,  as  the  CBD  is  urbanized.  No  areas  of  potential  tidal 
or  reservoir  inundation  exist  within  the  CBD. 
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3.3  Drainage 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  Lease  Alternative  would  result  in  the  lease  of  office  space  at  an  undetermined  site  within 
the  CBD.  Although  this  site  has  not  yet  been  defined,  drainage  characteristics  are  expected  to 
be  similar  to  those  previously  discussed,  as  the  CBD  is  urbanized.  No  areas  of  potential  tidal 
or  reservoir  inundation  exist  within  the  CBD. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Federal  agencies  currently  occupy  several  leased  and  owned  facilities  within  the  CBD  area. 
Drainage  characteristics  of  these  facilities  are  similar  to  those  previously  discussed. 
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3.4         AIR  QUALITY 


3.4.1       Regional  Setting 
General  Climate  and  Meteorology 

The  proposed  project  is  located  in  the  western  (coastal)  portion  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area 
Air  Basin.  The  summer  climate  is  dominated  by  a  semi-permanent  high  pressure  area  (Pacific 
High)  centered  over  the  northeastern  Pacific  Ocean,  resulting  in  northwest  winds  and  negligible 
precipitation.  A  thermal  low  pressure  area  in  the  Central  Valley  and  Mojave  Desert  causes 
onshore  air  flow  much  of  the  time.  Upwelling  of  cold  water  adjacent  to  the  coast  causes 
condensation  of  moisture-laden  winds,  resulting  in  a  high  incidence  of  fog  in  the  summer.  In 
winter,  the  Pacific  High  weakens  and  storms  become  frequent  between  November  and  April. 
Vertical  mixing  of  the  air  is  generally  reduced  by  surface  inversion  layers  formed  during  winter 
(between  storms)  and  may  result  in  the  accumulation  of  pollutants  (especially  carbon  monoxide). 

The  nearest  climatic  data  station  to  the  proposed  project  is  the  Weather  Service  Office  (WSO) 
weather  station  at  the  Federal  Office  Building,  at  50  United  Nations  Plaza.  The  average  daily 
maximum  temperature  recorded  at  this  station  is  62.5  degrees  for  the  period  of  1951  to  1980 
(National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  [NOAA],  1982).  Due  to  the  prevalence  of 
summer  fog,  the  hottest  months  are  September  and  October,  with  average  maximum  daily 
temperatures  of  68.9  and  68.3,  respectively.  The  coolest  month  is  January  with  an  average  daily 
minimum  temperature  (1951-1980)  of  46.2  degrees.  The  average  annual  precipitation  recorded 
at  the  San  Francisco  Federal  Building  WSO  for  the  same  period  is  19.33  inches.  Approximately 
90  percent  of  this  precipitation  occurs  between  November  and  April  (NOAA,  1982). 

Winds  in  the  project  area  are  dominated  by  flow  from  the  northwest,  generated  by  the  thermal 
low  pressure  area  in  the  Central  Valley  and  accelerated  through  the  Golden  Gate  (mouth  of  San 
Francisco  Bay).  This  air  flow  branches  off,  producing  southwest  winds  at  Berkeley  and 
northwest  winds  at  San  Jose.  The  northeast  component  is  channeled  through  the  Carquinez 
Strait  into  the  Central  Valley.  Wind  speeds  are  high  where  air  flow  is  channeled  through  a 
narrow  channel  such  as  the  Golden  Gate,  producing  an  average  July  afternoon  wind  speed  of  17 
knots  at  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport.  Wind  speeds  are  much  lower  in  other  portions 
of  the  Bay  Area,  such  as  San  Jose  where  summer  afternoon  wind  speeds  are  typically  only  seven 
knots.  A  sea  breeze  caused  by  differential  heating  of  land  and  water  masses  also  occurs  in  the 
project  area.  As  the  day  progresses,  the  sea  breeze  layer  deepens  and  intensifies  while  spreading 
inland.  Initially,  the  low  coastal  hills  of  the  northern  end  of  the  San  Francisco  peninsula  block 
the  flow  such  that  flow  is  first  observed  through  the  Golden  Gate.  As  the  breeze  deepens  and 
intensifies,  it  can  be  observed  as  a  bank  of  stratus  clouds  moving  over  the  coastal  hills.  The 
depth  of  this  sea  breeze  layer  is  dependent  upon  the  height  and  presence  of  temperature 
inversions. 
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3.4  Air  Quality 


The  level  topography  and  cool  summer  temperatures  of  the  project  area  (San  Francisco)  prevent 
ozone  formation  such  that  the  State  1-hour  ozone  standard  has  not  been  exceeded  in  recent  years. 
However,  other  areas  within  the  air  basin  outside  of  San  Francisco  have  problematic  ozone 
conditions.  High  summer  temperatures  and  complex  topography  in  the  Gilroy  and  Los  Gatos 
areas  result  in  the  highest  ozone  concentrations  in  the  air  basin. 

Air  Monitoring  Network 

The  air  quality  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  is  monitored  by  a  network  of  30  air 
monitoring  stations  in  nine  counties.  Each  of  these  stations  are  operated  by  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD).  The  San  Francisco  County  portion  of  this  network 
includes  two  monitoring  stations;  one  on  Ellis  Street  and  the  second  on  Arkansas  Street.  The 
Ellis  Street  station  is  about  0.5  miles  north  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission 
sites  and  the  Arkansas  Street  station  is  approximately  1.3  miles  southeast  of  the  Tenth  and 
Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission  sites.  Since  the  Ellis  Street  station  is  nearest  the  project  sites, 
data  from  this  station  is  most  representative.  However,  this  station  only  monitors  carbon 
monoxide. 

Air  Quality  Standards 

Air  quality  standards  are  threshold  limits  of  specific  concentrations  of  pollutants  used  to  protect 
public  health  and  welfare.  The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  developed 
primary  and  secondary  standards.  Primary  standards  are  designed  to  provide  an  adequate  margin 
of  safety  to  protect  human  health  and  secondary  standards  are  designed  to  protect  the  public 
welfare  from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects.  Excluding  sulfur  dioxide,  primary  and 
secondary  standards  are  identical.  These  standards  were  developed  as  part  of  the  mandates  of 
the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA)  of  1977. 

The  California  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Air  Resources  Board  (ARB),  a  state  agency, 
has  developed  air  quality  standards  which  are  generally  more  stringent  than  the  Federal 
standards.  California  standards  exist  for  ozone,  carbon  monoxide,  PM10  (particulate  matter), 
visibility,  sulfates,  lead,  hydrogen  sulfide,  and  vinyl  chloride.  Table  3.4-1  lists  the  State  and 
Federal  air  quality  standards. 

Effects  of  Air  Pollution 

The  primary  chemical  compounds  that  are  considered  pollutants  emitted  into  or  formed  in  the 
atmosphere  include  ozone,  oxides  of  nitrogen,  sulfur  dioxide,  reactive  organic  gases,  carbon 
monoxide,  and  particulate  matter. 
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3.4  Air  Quality 


Table  3.4-1 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 


Pollutant 

Averaging 

California  Standards* 

National  Standards' 

Tune 

Concentration* 

Prhnar/* 

Secondary" 

Ozone 

1-hour 

0.09  ppm 
(180  Mg/m5) 

0.12  ppm 
(235  Mg/m5) 

Same  as  Primary 
Standard 

Carbon  Monoxide 

8-hour 

9.0  ppm 
(10  mg/m5) 

9  ppm 

(10  mg/m3) 

Same  as  Primary 
Standard 

1  -hour 

20  ppm 
(23  mg/m1) 

35  ppm 

(40  mg/m5) 

Same  as  Primary 
Standard 

Nitrogen  Dioxide 

Annual 
Average 

100  Mg/m3 
(0.053  ppm) 

Same  as  Primary 
Standard 

1-hour 

0.25  ppm 
(470  Mg/m5) 

Same  as  Primary 
Standard 

Sulfur  Dioxide 

Annual 
Average 

80  Mg/m5 
(0.03  ppm) 

24-hour 

0.05  ppm' 
(131  Mg/m5)' 

365  Mg/m5 
(0.14  ppm) 

3-hour 

— 

— 

1,300  Mg/m5 

1-hour 

0.25  ppm 
(655  Mg/m5) 

Suspended  Particulate  Matter  Less 
Than  10  Microns  Diameter  (PM10) 

Annual 
Geometric 
Mean 

30  Mg/m1 

Annual 

A  nth  mf*tic 

Mean 

50  Mg/m5 

Same  as  Primary 
Standard 

24-hour 

50  Mg/m1 

150  Mg/m5 

Same  as  Primary 
Standard 

Sulfates 

24-hour 

25  Mg/m1 

Lead 

30-day 
Average 

1.5  Mg/m1 

Calendar 
Quarter 

1 .5  Mg/m5 

Same  as  Primary 
Standard 

Hydrogen  Sulfide 

1-hour 

0.03  ppm 
(42  Mg/m1) 

Vinyl  Chloride 
(Chloroethene) 

24-hour 

0.010  ppm 
(26  Mg/m1) 

8  hr  (10  am 

Insufficient  amount  to  produce  an  extinction 

Visibility  Reducing  Particles 

to  6  pm, 
PST) 

coefficient  of  0.23  due  to  particles  when  the 
relative  humidity  is  leu  than  70%. 

Source:  Air  Resources  Board,  1991.  California  Air  Quality  Data  Summary. 
Notes  to  Table  3.4-1: 


a  California  standard*  for  ozone,  carbon  monoxide,  sulfur  dioxide  (1-hour),  nitrogen  dioxide,  and  particulate  matter  iPMJ  are  values  that  are  not  to  be  exceeded 

The  sulfate,  lead,  hydrogen,  sulfide,  vinyl  chloride,  and  visibility-reducing  particles  standards  are  not  to  be  equaled  or  exceeded, 
b  National  standards,  other  than  ozone  and  those  based  on  annual  arithmetic  means,  are  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  i  year.  The  ozone  standard  >  attained 

when  the  expected  number  of  days  per  calendar  year  with  maximum- hourly  average  concentrations  above  the  standard  is  equal  to  or  lea*  than  1 . 
c  Concentrations  expressed  First  in  units  promulgated.  Equivalent  units  given  in  parentheses  are  based  upon  a  reference  temperature'  of2VC  and  a  reference  pressure 

of  760  mm  of  Hg  (1,013.2  millibar);  ppm  in  this  table  refers  to  ppm  by  volume,  or  micro  moles  of  pollutant  per  mole  of  gas.  ^g  m'  =  micrograms  per  cubic 

meter,  mg/m5  =  milligrams  per  cubic  meter, 
d  National  Primary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary,  with  an  adequate  margin  of  safety,  to  protect  the  pub  be  beallh   Each  slate  must  attain  the  primary 

standards  no  later  than  3  years  after  that  state's  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
e  National  Secondary  Standards:  The  levels  of  air  quality  necessary  to  protect  the  public  welfare  from  any  known  or  anticipated  adverse  effects  of  •  polhiUnL  Each 

state  must  attain  the  secondary  standard  within  a  'reasonable  time*  after  the  implementation  plan  is  approved  by  the  EPA. 
f  At  locations  where  the  state  standards  for  ozone  and/or  suspended  particulate  matter  are  violated.  National  standards  apply  elsewhere, 
g  Prevailing  visibility  is  defined  as  the  greatest  visibility  which  is  attained  or  surpassed  around  st  least  half  of  the  horizon  circle,  but  not  necessarily  in  continuous 

sectors. 
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3.4  Air  Quality 


Ozone  is  a  pungent,  colorless  gas  that  is  a  strong  irritant  and  attacks  the  respiratory  system. 
Ground  level  ozone,  often  referred  to  as  smog,  is  not  emitted  directly,  but  is  formed  in  the 
atmosphere  through  complex  chemical  reactions  between  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx)  and  reactive 
organic  gases  (ROG)  in  the  presence  of  sunlight.  Respiratory  and  cardiovascular  diseases  are 
aggravated  by  exposure  to  ground  level  ozone.  A  healthy  person  exposed  to  high  concentrations 
of  ground  level  ozone  may  experience  nausea,  dizziness,  and  burning  in  the  chest.  Ground  level 
ozone  also  damages  crops  and  other  vegetation. 

Oxides  of  nitrogen  (NOJ  which  are  considered  pollutants  include  nitric  oxide  (NO)  and  nitrogen 
dioxide  (N02).  NO  is  colorless  and  odorless  and  is  generally  formed  by  combustion  processes 
combining  atmospheric  oxygen  and  nitrogen.  N02  is  a  reddish-brown  irritating  gas  formed  by 
the  combination  of  NO  and  oxygen  in  the  atmosphere  or  at  the  emission  source. 

Both  NO  and  N02  are  considered  ozone  precursors  because  they  react  with  hydrocarbons  and 
oxygen  to  produce  ozone.  Exposure  to  N02  may  increase  the  potential  for  respiratory  infections 
in  children  and  cause  difficulty  in  breathing  even  among  healthy  persons  and  especially  among 
asthmatics. 

Sulfur  dioxide  (S02)  is  a  colorless,  pungent,  irritating  gas  which  affects  the  upper  respiratory 
tract.  Sulfur  dioxide  may  combine  with  particulate  matter  and  settle  in  the  lungs,  causing 
damage  to  lung  tissues.  Sulfur  dioxide  may  combine  with  water  in  the  atmosphere  to  form 
sulfuric  acid  which  may  fall  as  acid  rain,  damaging  vegetation. 

Reactive  organic  gases  (ROG)  include  a  wide  variety  of  compounds  containing  hydrogen  and 
carbon.  ROGs  react  with  NO  and  N02  to  form  ozone.  Generally,  ambient  ROG  concentrations 
do  not  cause  adverse  health  effects  directly,  but  result  in  ozone  formation. 

Carbon  monoxide  (CO)  is  a  colorless,  odorless  gas  generally  formed  by  incomplete  combustion 
of  hydrocarbon-containing  fuels.  Carbon  monoxide  does  not  irritate  the  respiratory  tract,  but 
does  interfere  with  the  ability  of  blood  to  carry  oxygen  to  vital  tissues. 

Particulate  matter  consists  of  a  wide  variety  of  particle  sizes  and  composition.  Generally, 
particles  less  than  10  microns  (PM1Q)  are  considered  to  be  pollutants  because  they  accumulate 
in  the  lung  tissues  and  may  contain  toxic  materials  which  can  be  absorbed  into  the  system. 

General  Air  Quality  Trends 

Two  pollutants  (ozone  and  PM10)  are  of  particular  interest  because  State  air  quality  standards  for 
these  pollutants  are  regularly  exceeded  in  the  Air  Basin.  Table  3.4-2  lists  the  maximum 
concentrations  monitored  and  number  of  instances  in  which  air  quality  standards  were  exceeded 
for  the  years  1990,  1991,  1992,  1993  and  1994  at  the  Ellis  Street  and  Arkansas  Street  stations. 
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Table  3.4-2 
Air  Quality  Standard  Exceedances 


1990 

1991 

1992 

1993 

1994 

Ozone  •  Arkansas  Street  (ppm) 

Worst  Hour 

0.06 

0.05 

0.08 

0.08 

0.06 

Number  of  State  Exceedances  (Hours/Days  >0.09  ppm) 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

Number  of  Federal  Exceedances  (Hours/Days  >0.12  ppm) 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

0/0 

Carbon  Monoxide  -  Ellis  Street  (ppm) 

Worst  Hour 

12.0 

14.0 

10.0 

10.0 

N/A 

Number  of  State  Exceedances  (Hours  >20  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Number  of  State  Exceedances  (8  hours  >9  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  -  Arkansas  Street  (ppm) 

Worst  Hour 

0.11 

0.10 

0.09 

0.08 

0.09 

Number  of  State  Exceedances  (Hours  >0.25  ppm) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PM10  -  Arkansas  Street  (micrograms/cubic  meter) 

Worst  Sample 

165 

109 

81 

69 

N/A 

Number  of  State  Exceedances  (Samples  >  50) 

12 

15 

9 

5 

6 

Annual  Geometric  Mean  (Standard  is  30) 

27.8 

29.7 

27.6 

25.1 

24.7 

Annual  Arithmetic  Mean  (Standard  is  SO) 

34.0 

34.9 

31.6 

28.8 

N/A 

Sources:       California  Air  Resources  Board,  Air  Quality  Data  Summaries  1990,  1991,  1992,  and  1993. 
BAAQMD  preliminary  1994  air  monitoring  data 


The  ozone  concentrations  monitored  at  the  Arkansas  Street  station  during  1990-1994  did  not 
exceed  the  State  standard  (0.09  ppm)  or  Federal  standard  (0.12  ppm).  PM10  concentrations 
regularly  exceed  the  State  24-hour  standard  (50  ug/m3),  but  rarely  exceed  the  Federal  24-hour 
standard  (150  ug/m3).  The  State  or  Federal  annual  standards  were  not  exceeded  at  the  Arkansas 
Street  station.  Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  were  lower  in  1992  and  1993,  probably  a 
consequence  of  the  introduction  of  oxygenated  fuels  in  November  1992. 


Regulatory  Setting 

The  air  quality  of  the  project  area  is  regulated  by  the  Federal  Government  (EPA)  and  State 
Government  (Air  Resources  Board).  The  regulatory  authorities  of  each  are  discussed  below: 

State.  Assembly  Bill  2595  (known  as  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  [CCAA])  took  effect  on 
January  1,  1989  to  attain  the  California  Air  Quality  Standards  (CAQS)  by  the  earliest  practicable 
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date.  The  CCAA  requires  that  each  district  designated  a  non-attainment  area  of  the  CAQS  for 
ozone,  carbon  monoxide,  sulfur  dioxide  or  nitrogen  dioxide  submit  a  plan  for  attaining  and 
maintaining  these  standards.  The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  was  designated  a  "severe" 
non-attainment  area  for  ozone  and  a  "moderate"  non-attainment  area  for  carbon  monoxide.  The 
CCAA  requires  the  most  stringent  control  measures  for  non-attainment  areas  classified  as 
"severe". 

The  BAAQMD  adopted  the  Bay  Area  1991  Clean  Air  Plan  (CAP)  on  October  30,  1991.  The 
1991  CAP  is  based  upon  stationary  source  and  mobile  source  (vehicles)  control  measures  to 
reduce  emissions.  Stationary  source  measures  include  15  improved  rules  for  surface  coatings 
(paints),  three  new  surface  coating  rules,  seven  new  or  improved  rules  for  fuel  storage  and 
distribution,  seven  new  or  improved  rules  for  refineries  and  chemical  plants,  and  eight  new  rules 
for  control  of  fuel  combustion  emissions.  Mobile  source  measures  include  employer-based  trip 
reduction  programs,  mobility  improvements  (ferry,  rail  and  bicycle  facility  improvements), 
revenue  measures  (bridge  toll  increase)  and  an  indirect  source  review  program  (land  uses 
attracting  vehicle  trips).  The  1991  CAP  predicted  attainment  of  the  State  CO  standard  by  1995 
and  the  Federal  ozone  standard  by  1997.  The  1991  CAP  predicted  that  population  exposure  to 
ozone  concentrations  above  the  State  standard  would  be  reduced  by  50  percent  by  1994. 

Amendments  to  the  California  Clean  Air  Act  have  changed  the  methods  by  which  an  area  is 
classified  for  ozone  and  CO.  Previously,  classifications  were  based  on  the  projected  attainment 
dates  indicated  in  each  district's  air  quality  plans.  Presently,  classifications  are  based  upon 
ambient  air  monitoring  data.  Ozone  classifications  are  based  on  data  from  1989  through  1991 
and  include  "moderate",  "serious,"  "severe"  and  "extreme"  designations.  CO  classifications  are 
based  upon  data  from  the  1989-1990  and  1990-1991  winter  seasons  and  include  "moderate"  and 
"serious"  designations.  The  Bay  Area  was  re-classified  in  1993  as  serious  for  ozone  (0. 13  ppm) 
and  as  in  attainment  for  CO. 

Although  the  CCAA  does  not  address  PM10,  the  control  measures  in  the  1991  CAP  will  reduce 
PM10  by  reducing  vehicle  trips  and  associated  road  dust,  and  by  reducing  emissions  of  precursors 
(NOJ.  Section  40924  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code  requires  the  BAAQMD  to 
prepare  an  update  to  the  1991  CAP,  addressing  progress  towards  attainment  of  the  standards. 

The  Bay  Area  '94  Clean  Air  Plan  (CAP)  was  adopted  on  December  21,  1994.  The  '94  CAP 
focuses  on  reducing  ozone  exposure  by  reducing  emissions  of  ozone  precursors  (ROG  and  NOJ. 
ROG  emissions  were  reduced  by  3.2  percent  per  year  and  NOx  emissions  were  reduced  by  1.7 
percent  per  year  over  the  planning  period  of  1987  to  1994.  From  1994  through  1997,  additional 
ozone  precursor  emissions  will  be  achieved  through: 

•  More  stringent  State  and  Federal  programs  affecting  motor  vehicles  and 
associated  emissions; 

•  More  stringent  controls  on  stationary  sources; 
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•  Reformulation  of  paints  and  other  consumer  products  to  reduce  solvent  (ROG) 
content; 

•  Programs  to  reduce  motor  vehicle  use  and  traffic  congestions. 

The  '94  CAP  does  not  include  a  projected  date  of  attainment  of  the  State  ozone  standard. 
However,  San  Francisco  County  has  not  exceeded  the  State  standard  in  recent  years.  The  '94 
CAP  does  not  address  CO,  because  the  air  basin  was  re-designated  as  attainment  in  November 
1994. 

Federal.  The  1977  Amendments  to  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  required  each  Air  Pollution 
Control  District  to  submit  an  Air  Quality  Management  Plan  (AQMP)  for  approval  by  Air 
Resources  Board  (ARB)  and  the  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA).  The 
goal  of  the  AQMP  was  to  reduce  pollutant  concentrations  below  the  Federal  standards.  The 
BAAQMD,  in  association  with  the  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  and  the  Metropolitan 
Transportation  Commission,  prepared  the  1982  Bay  Area  Quality  Plan  (Plan)  in  response  to  the 
Federal  Clean  Air  Act.  The  1982  Plan  predicted  attainment  of  the  ozone  and  carbon  monoxide 
standards  by  December  31,  1987.  The  standards  were  not  attained  by  that  time.  Emission 
reductions  proposed  in  the  1991  CAP  are  expected  to  improve  air  quality  such  that  the  Federal 
ozone  standard  will  be  attained  by  1997. 

Section  181  of  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  (amended  November  15,  1990)  indicated  that  the  San 
Francisco  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  was  a  "marginal"  ozone  attainment  area  (0. 121  to  0. 138  ppm)  and 
needed  to  attain  the  Federal  ozone  standard  by  November  15,  1993. 

The  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  attained  the  Federal  ozone  standard  during  1990-1994.  The  BAAQMD 
applied  to  EPA  to  re-designate  the  Bay  Area  Air  Basin  as  attainment  for  the  Federal  ozone 
standard.  The  re-designation  was  noticed  in  the  Federal  Register  on  September  28,  1994  and 
formally  approved  in  May  1995. 

3.4.2      Site  Specific  Setting 

In  light  of  the  resources  involved  and  the  impacts  under  evaluation,  no  more  precise  data  is 
available  regarding  specific  sites  under  consideration.  Therefore,  the  discussion  of  regional  air 
quality  in  Section  3.4.1  above  adequately  characterizes  the  air  quality  of  the  alternative  sites. 
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This  section  addresses  existing  noise  conditions  from  transportation  and  stationary  noise  sources. 
The  noise  analysis  is  based  on  information  from  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  (1974) 
California  Department  of  Health  Services  Office  of  Noise  Control  Guidelines  (1976),  noise 
sampling  conducted  by  Fugro  West,  Inc.  (April  1994),  and  traffic  information  prepared  by 
Wilbur  Smith  Associates  (April  1994). 

3.5.1      Regional  Setting 

Characteristics  of  Noise 

Noise  impacts  are  generally  defined  as  unwanted  or  objectional  sound.  Sound  levels  are  usually 
measured  and  expressed  in  decibels  (dB).  Most  sounds  heard  in  the  environment  do  not  consist 
of  a  single  frequency,  but  rather  are  a  broad  band  of  frequencies  that  differ  in  sound  levels.  The 
intensity  of  each  frequency  is  combined  to  generate  a  particular  sound.  The  method  commonly 
used  to  quantify  environmental  sound  consists  of  evaluating  the  frequencies  of  sound  in 
accordance  with  a  weighing  system  that  reflects  the  fact  that  human  hearing  is  less  sensitive  to 
low  and  extremely  high  frequencies  than  mid-range  frequencies.  This  is  called  "A"  weighing, 
and  the  decibel  level  measured  is  called  the  A-weighted  sound  level  (dBA). 

Noise  levels  are  measured  on  a  logarithmic  scale  because  of  physical  characteristics  associated 
with  noise  transmission  and  reception.  A  doubling  of  noise  energy  normally  results  in  a  3.0 
decibel  increase  in  noise  levels.  Because  of  the  structure  of  the  human  auditory  system,  a  10 
decibel  increase  is  required  to  perceive  a  doubling  of  sound  levels.  A  1-  to  2-decibel  change 
in  ambient  noise  levels  is  generally  not  perceptible  to  sensitive  receptors. 

Noise  levels  diminish  (or  attenuate)  as  distance  from  the  source  increases  based  on  an  inverse 
square  rule,  but  the  rate  constant  varies  with  the  type  of  sound  source.  Sound  attenuates  from 
point  sources,  such  as  an  industrial  facility,  at  a  rate  of  6  dB  per  doubling  of  distance.  Heavily 
traveled  roads  with  few  gaps  in  traffic  behave  as  continuous  line  sources  with  an  attenuation  rate 
of  3  dB  per  doubling  of  distance.  Otherwise  roads  typically  have  an  attenuation  rate  of  4.5  dB 
for  ground-level  observers. 

The  duration  of  noise  and  the  time  period  at  which  it  occurs  are  important  factors  in  determining 
the  impact  of  noise  on  sensitive  land  uses.  Noise  is  more  disturbing  at  night  than  during  the  day 
and  noise  indices  have  been  developed  to  account  for  the  varying  duration  of  noise  events  over 
time  as  well  as  community  response  to  them.  The  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level  (CNEL) 
and  the  Day-Night  Average  Level  (DNL  or  Ldn)  are  such  indices.  They  are  time-weighted 
average  values  based  on  the  equivalent  sound  level  (Leq),  which  is  a  constant  sound  level  that 
equals  the  same  amount  of  acoustic  energy  as  actual  time-varying  sound  over  a  particular  time 
period.  The  CNEL  penalizes  noise  levels  during  the  night  (10  p.m.  to  7  a.m.)  by  10  dB  to 
account  for  increased  sensitivity  of  people  to  noise  after  dark.  Evening  noise  levels  (7  p.m  to 
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10  p.m.)  are  penalized  5  dB  by  the  CNEL.  Appropriately  weighted  hourly  Leqs  are  then 
combined  over  a  24-hour  period  to  result  in  a  CNEL.  The  Ldn  also  penalizes  nighttime  levels, 
but  does  not  penalize  evening  levels.  These  two  indices  are  generally  equivalent. 

People  are  subject  to  a  multitude  of  sounds  in  the  urban  environment.  Typical  noise  levels  of 
indoor/outdoor  environments  and  public  response  to  these  sounds  are  illustrated  on  Figure  3.5-1. 
Many  of  these  sounds  are  by-products  of  desirable  and  necessary  activities.  However,  several 
sounds  such  as  the  thunder  of  a  jet  aircraft,  and  roar  of  an  automobile  engine  are  not  desirable. 
Excessive  noise  cannot  only  be  undesirable  but  may  also  cause  some  physical  and/or 
psychological  damage.  The  amount  of  annoyance  or  damage  caused  by  noise  is  dependent 
primarily  upon  three  factors:  the  amount  and  nature  of  the  noise,  the  amount  of  ambient  noise 
present  before  the  intruding  noise,  and  the  activity  of  the  person  working  or  living  in  the  noise 
source  area. 

One  of  the  major  obstacles  in  determining  appropriate  maximum  noise  levels  is  relating  noise 
exposure  to  public  health  and  welfare.  Although  there  has  been  some  dispute  within  the 
scientific  community  regarding  the  detrimental  effects  of  noise,  a  number  of  general  conclusions 
have  been  reached: 

•  Noise  of  sufficient  intensity  can  cause  irreversible  hearing  damage; 

•  Noise  can  produce  physiological  changes  in  humans  and  animals; 

•  Noise  can  interfere  with  speech  and  other  communication;  and 

•  Noise  can  be  a  major  source  of  annoyance  by  disturbing  sleep,  rest,  and 
relaxation. 

Noise  sensitive  land  uses  are  defined  by  the  California  Department  of  Health,  Office  of  Noise 
Control.  Such  uses  generally  include  residences,  transient  lodging,  schools,  hospitals,  nursing 
homes,  churches,  meeting  halls,  libraries,  and  mortuaries. 

Central  Business  District  Noise  Sources 

Noise  within  the  CBD  can  be  characterized  in  terms  of  relatively  steady  "background"  noise 
levels  upon  which  "intrusive"  (i.e,  intermittent)  noise  stands  out  clearly  from  the  background 
noise.  Major  background  noise  sources  within  the  downtown  San  Francisco  CBD  and  vicinity 
include  motor  vehicles  on  major  thoroughfares  and  Interstate  80  and  U.S.  Highway  101;  heavy- 
duty  truck  loading  and  unloading;  and  miscellaneous  heavy  equipment  and  machinery  operation. 
Sources  of  intrusive  noise  within  the  area  of  the  project  sites  include  honking  horns,  some  types 
of  industrial  process  noise,  accelerating  buses  and  trucks,  and  many  other  miscellaneous  sources. 
According  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  the  entire  downtown  CBD  currently 
experiences  noise  levels  in  excess  of  65  dBA  Ldn. 
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PUBLIC  REACTION 


NOISE  LEVEL 
fdBA) 


COMMON  1NPQQR 
NQ1SE  LEVELS 


COMMON  OUTDOOR 
NOISE  LEVELS 


LOCAL  COMMITTEE  ACTIVITY  WITH 
INFLUENTIAL  OR  LEGAL  ACTION 

LETTERS  OF  PROTEST 
COMPLAINTS  LIKELY 

COMPLAINTS  POSSIBLE 
COMPLAINTS  RARE 


ACCEPTANCE 


30 


20 


10 


110  Rock  Band 


Inside  Subway  Train 

Food  Blender  at  3  ft. 

Garbage  Disposal  at  3  ft. 
Shouting  at  3  ft. 

Vacuum  Cleaner  at  10  ft. 
Normal  Speech  at  3  ft. 

Large  Business  Office 
Dishwasher  Next  Room 


Small  Theater,  Conference 
Room  (Background) 

Library 

Bedroom  at  Night 
Concert  Hall  (Background) 

Broadcast  and  Recording 
Studio 


Threshold  of  Hearing 


Jet  Flyover  at  1,000  ft. 

Gas  Lawn  Mower  at  3  ft. 
Diesel  Truck  at  50  ft. 

Noisy  Urban  Daytime 

Gas  Lawn  Mower  at  1 00  ft. 

Commercial  Area 
Heavy  Traffic  at  300  ft. 

Quiet  Urban  Daytime 

Quiet  Urban  Nighttime 
Quiet  Suburban  Nighttime 

Quiet  Rural  Nighttime 


SOURCE:  Caltrans  Noise  Manual,  California  Department  of 

Transportation,  March,  1980. 
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3.5.2       Site-Specific  Setting 

Ambient  noise  measurements  were  conducted  by  Fugro  West,  Inc.  with  a  Bruel  &  Kjaer  Type 
2222  Sound  Level  Meter  at  various  locations  on  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  and 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  sites  during  the  peak  hour  period  (4:00  pm  to  6:00  pm)  in  April 
1994.  Results  of  the  noise  sampling  are  discussed  under  each  alternative.  These  noise 
measurements  are  short-term  Leqs  (20  minute  samples)  that  reflect  the  actual  conditions  on  one 
particular  day  at  the  monitored  locations.  Actual  long-term  conditions  may  vary  considerably. 

Noise  levels  from  existing  traffic  within  the  area  of  the  project  sites  was  modeled  to  estimate 
existing  Ldn  and  peak  hour  noise  exposure  levels.  The  results  of  traffic  noise  modeling  are 
presented  within  Table  3.5-1.  Because  traffic  is  the  major  source  of  noise  in  the  area  of  the 
project  sites,  the  peak-hour  values  are  good  indicators  of  maximum  one-hour  average  noise 
levels  along  street  corridors  in  the  CBD,  while  the  Ldn  is  an  indicator  of  the  24-hour  average. 


Table  3.5-1 
1994  Traffic  Noise  Levels 


Location' 

Noise  Levels  at 
50  feet  (dBA)" 

Distance  to  Ldn  Noise  Contour,  feet* 

Ldn 
24  hr.  avg. 

Peak  Hour 
Max. 

70  dBA 

65  dBA 

60  dBA 

Market  St.c 
e/o  Tenth  St. 
w/o  Tenth  St. 

66.5 
67.6 

64.7 
67.0 

29 
35 

63 
75 

137 
161 

Van  Ness  Avenue 
s/o  Market  St. 
s/o  Grove  St. 

72.2 
72.5 

71.3 
71.9 

70 
74 

151 
159 

325 
342 

Seventh  St. 
s/o  Market  St. 

67.2 

66.6 

33 

73 

151 

Eighth  St. 
s/o  Market  St. 

68.5 

67.9 

40 

86 

184 

Ninth  St. 
s/o  Market  St. 

70.7 

69.9 

54 

116 

250 

Tenth  St. 
s/o  Market  St. 

68.6 

68.0 

41 

87 

188 

Mission  St." 
e/o  Seventh  St. 
w/o  Seventh  St. 

66.7 
66.0 

66.1 
65.4 

30 
27 

65 
58 

140 

125 

Vehicle  Noise  Emission  Source: 
U.S.  Federal  Highway  Administration  STAMINA  2.0. 


*  w/o  =  west  of;  e/o  -  east  of;  n/o  =  north  of;  s/o  =  south  of 
b  All  distances  from  roadway  centerline 

Q  Based  on  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  Existing  Peak  Hour  Link  Volumes 

*  Peak  hour  periods  are  between  7:00  am  to  9:00  am  and  4:00  pm  to  6:00  pm. 
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A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

Noise  within  the  proximity  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  attributed  to  traffic  on 
Tenth  Street  to  the  east,  Market  Street  to  north,  and  Mission  Street  to  the  south.  Short-term 
daytime  noise  measurements  taken  on  the  northeast  corner  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
site  approximately  30  feet  west  of  Tenth  Street  yielded  an  Leq  of  69.8  dBA.  An  additional 
measurement  conducted  on  the  northwest  corner  of  the  site  15  feet  south  of  Tenth  Street  and  15 
feet  west  of  Mission  Street  yielded  an  Leq  of  68.2  dBA.  In  general,  the  existing  noise  levels 
onsite  are  typical  of  urban  and  commercial  type  land  uses  (refer  to  Figure  3.5-1). 

Land  uses  surrounding  the  site  consist  of  multi-level  retail  and  office  type  uses  to  the  north 
across  Market  Street  and  to  the  east  across  Tenth  Street.  The  Fox  Plaza,  a  residential  high-rise, 
is  located  to  the  northeast  of  the  site.  A  parking  lot  and  retail  and  office  type  land  uses  exist 
to  the  south  across  Mission  Street,  with  residential  land  uses  abutting  Mission  Street  directly 
south  of  the  project  site.  Adjacent  to  the  site  on  the  west  is  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center 
and  associated  uses.  With  the  exception  of  the  residential  land  uses  on  Mission  Street,  none  of 
these  land  uses  are  defined  as  a  noise  sensitive  use.  While  residential  uses  are  generally 
considered  sensitive  according  to  the  California  Department  of  Health,  Office  of  Noise  Control, 
residences  in  the  City  may  be  subject  to  greater  acceptable  noise  levels  due  to  their  location  in 
an  urbanized  setting. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Noise  within  the  proximity  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  Site  is  attributed  to  traffic 
on  Seventh  Street  to  the  east,  Market  Street  and  Stevenson  Street  to  the  north,  and  Mission 
Street  to  the  south.  Short-term  daytime  noise  measurements  taken  on  the  corner  of  the  Seventh 
and  Mission  Alternative  site  approximately  20  feet  south  of  Stevenson  Street  and  20  feet  east  of 
Seventh  Street  yielded  an  Leq  of  69.6  dBA.  An  additional  measurement  conducted  on  the  corner 
of  the  site  approximately  10  feet  east  of  Seventh  Street  and  10  feet  north  of  Mission  Street 
yielded  an  Leq  of  68.6  dBA.  In  general,  the  existing  noise  levels  onsite  are  consistent  with 
those  monitored  on  the  Tenth  and  Market  site  and  are  typical  for  office  and  commercial  type 
land  uses  (refer  to  Figure  3.5-1). 

Land  uses  surrounding  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  consist  of  retail  and  office  uses 
to  the  northwest  across  Stevenson  Street  and  to  the  north-northeast  across  Seventh  Street.  On 
the  northwest  corner  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  a  temporary  transient 
sleeping  area.  Additional  retail  and  commercial  type  land  uses  are  located  directly  south  across 
Mission  Street.  Adjacent  to  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  on  the  west  property 
boundary  are  residential  land  uses.  With  the  exception  of  this  land  use,  none  of  these  uses  are 
defined  as  noise  sensitive.  While  residential  uses  are  generally  considered  sensitive  according 
to  the  California  Department  of  Health,  Office  of  Noise  Control,  residences  in  the  City  may  be 
subject  to  greater  acceptable  noise  levels  due  to  their  location  in  an  urbanized  setting. 
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C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  General  Services  Administration  could  purchase  an  existing  structure  within  the  Civic 
Center  Area  or  the  Central  Business  District,  but  the  exact  location  of  a  purchasable  structure 
is  undetermined.  Given  the  general  location,  noise  sources  and  existing  traffic  noise  levels 
within  the  area  of  the  structure  are  likely  to  be  consistent  with  those  described  under  the  regional 
setting  and  presented  within  Table  3.5-1. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  General  Services  Administration  could  also  lease  an  existing  structure  or  structures  within 
the  Central  Business  District.  The  exact  location  of  a  leasable  structure  is  undetermined.  Noise 
sources  and  existing  traffic  noise  levels  within  the  area  of  the  structure,  however,  are  likely  to 
be  consistent  with  those  described  under  the  regional  setting  and  presented  within  Table  3.5-1. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  would  retain  possession  of  the 
proposed  project  site,  and  no  federal  building  would  be  constructed.  Federal  agencies  would 
continue  to  be  housed  in  government  owned  and  leased  space.  Implementation  of  the  No  Action 
Alterative  would  not  result  in  a  modification  of  existing  noise  levels. 
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3.6         NATURAL  OR  DEPLETABLE  RESOURCES 
3.6.1      Regional  Setting 

Natural  or  depletable  resources  including  aggregate  materials  used  for  building  construction; 
coal,  uranium  and  other  resources  used  to  generate  electrical  power;  natural  gas  used  for  heating 
and  cooling;  and  fossil  fuels  used  in  manufacturing  gasoline  for  vehicle  operation.  The  only 
significant  mineral  resources  within  the  San  Francisco  area  are  aggregate  deposits.  The  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  is  primarily  an  urbanized  area  covered  with  buildings  and  pavement. 
Non-urbanized  portions  of  any  Mineral  Resource  Zones  (MRZs)  are  candidates  for  mining 
activities  in  accordance  with  State  Mining  and  Geology  Board  criteria.  The  Board's  economic 
and  social  criteria  excludes  mining  in  urban,  commercial  and  industrial  areas.  Aggregate 
materials,  coal,  and  uranium  are  not  mined  in  the  San  Francisco  urban  area. 

Natural  gas  service  within  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area  is  supplied  by  the  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric 
Company  (PG&E),  an  investor-owned  public  facility  that  is  responsible  for  the  transmission  and 
distribution  of  gas  to  much  of  northern  and  central  California.  The  majority  (52  percent)  of  the 
natural  gas  that  PG&E  delivers  to  its  customers  is  derived  from  sources  in  Canada.  California 
sources  account  for  approximately  10  percent  of  supplies  while  the  balance  of  supplies  is  from 
sources  in  Texas,  New  Mexico,  and  Colorado. 

In  1994,  California's  17  million  automobiles  consumed  more  than  13  billion  gallons  of  gasoline, 
making  the  state  the  third  largest  consumer  of  gasoline  in  the  world.  Only  the  United  States  as 
a  whole  and  the  former  Soviet  Union  consumed  more  gasoline  at  that  time.  The  statewide 
consumption  of  gasoline  for  transportation  accounts  for  three-quarters  of  all  petroleum  consumed 
in  California. 

Average  motor  vehicle  fuel  economy  has  improved  dramatically  over  the  past  20  years. 
However,  increases  in  the  number  of  vehicle  miles  traveled  in  the  state  have  more  than  offset 
the  strides  made  in  fuel  economy.  Caltrans  estimates  that  vehicle  miles  traveled  (VMT)  are 
growing  at  more  than  twice  the  rate  of  the  population  growth  (5  percent  vs  2  percent). 
Therefore,  not  only  are  more  people  driving  in  the  state  each  year,  but  people  are,  on  average, 
driving  more.  If  there  are  no  major  shifts  in  land  use  patterns  or  modes  of  travel,  Caltrans 
estimates  that  VMT  will  increase  by  51  percent  by  2005. 

Primarily  in  response  to  the  contribution  of  energy  consumption  to  the  degradation  of  air  quality, 
there  has  recently  been  increased  interest  in  reducing  transportation-related  energy  consumption. 
In  the  San  Francisco  City  and  County  region,  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD)  has  adopted  various  transportation  demand  management  (TDM)  measures  designed 
to  reduce  energy  consumption  and  associated  air  emissions  by  reducing  reliance  on  the  drive- 
alone  automobile.  Although  the  primary  intent  of  these  measures  is  to  reduce  air  pollutant 
emissions,  they  would  also  have  the  benefit  of  reducing  energy  consumption. 
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3.6  Natural  or  Depletable  Resources 

3.6.2       Site-Specific  Setting 

The  alternative  sites  under  consideration  are  located  in  an  urban  area.  As  such,  they  are  not 
suitable  for  mining  or  other  forms  of  resource  extraction.  No  natural  or  depletable  resources, 
which  would  be  economically  viable  for  development,  are  known  to  exist  at  the  Tenth  and 
Market  or  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  sites,  or  at  other  sites  in  the  City  available  for 
purchase  or  lease. 
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LAND  USE  CONSISTENCY 


This  section  describes  the  current  land  uses  in  the  area  of  the  identified  alternatives  for  the 
project.  It  also  discusses  relevant  plans,  policies  and  regulations  for  land  use  in  the  area.  Most 
cities  in  California  are  required  to  have  consistency  between  their  general  plan  and  any  land  use 
regulation  or  action.  San  Francisco,  as  a  charter  city,  is  not  bound  by  this  rule.  Nevertheless, 
the  policies  contained  in  the  general  plan  documents  serve  as  guides  to  regulation. 

3.7.1      Regional  Setting 

Existing  Development  and  Land  Use 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  has  a  population  of  approximately  751,700  (as  of 
January  1,  1994)  and  an  area  of  about  46  square  miles  (Department  of  Finance,  May,  1994). 
Much  of  San  Francisco  is  urban  in  nature.  The  city  was  largely  rebuilt  early  this  century 
following  the  earthquake  and  fire  of  1906. 

Land  Use  Plans 

A.  City  of  San  Francisco  Master  Plan 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  guides  development  within  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco.  This  is  the  general  plan  for  the  City.  The  Plan  contains  a  number  of  area  plans 
including  those  for  the  Civic  Center  and  Downtown  areas,  both  relevant  to  this  project.  The 
Plan  also  contains  the  statutorily  required  elements  for  such  plans.  These  elements,  and  the 
policies  they  contain,  have  been  referred  to  in  this  and  other  sections  of  the  EIS/EIR.  The 
primary  objective  of  the  Plan  is  to  establish  objectives  and  policies  to  guide  development  within 
the  City.  The  Plan  contains  a  Residence  Element,  a  Commerce  and  Industry  Element,  a 
Transportation  Element,  a  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element,  a  Community  Facilities 
Element,  Urban  Design  Element,  and  others.  San  Francisco  is  a  charter  city  and  is  not  bound 
by  the  rule  that  its  zoning  be  consistent  with  its  general  plan. 

B.  Downtown  Plan 

Part  of  the  Master  Plan,  the  Downtown  Plan  describes  the  area  containing  the  two  identified 
alternative  sites  for  the  project  location.  The  plan  acknowledges  the  area's  predominant 
development  as  office  space:  "The  proposed  policies  and  actions  in  this  Plan  are  aimed  at 
eliminating,  reducing,  or  controlling  the  negative  effects  brought  about  by  further  accommoda- 
tion of  downtown  office  space."  (San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  page  n.1.4) 
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C.  Civic  Center  Plan 

An  Area  Plan  of  the  Master  Plan,  the  Civic  Center  Plan  describes  the  area  roughly  north  of 
Market  between  Franklin  and  Leavenworth.  This  area  serves  as  the  symbolic  and  ceremonial 
focus  of  the  City,  and  is  the  city  center  for  government  offices  and  cultural  activities.  The  Civic 
Center  Plan  sets  forth  the  City's  policies  regarding,  among  other  activities,  the  location  of 
government  services.  The  federal  building,  which  would  house  such  government  services,  must 
be  discussed  in  relation  to  the  policies  in  this  plan. 

D.  Civic  Center  Study 

While  this  is  not  an  adopted  policy  or  regulatory  document  in  its  present  state,  it  embodies  the 
Department  of  City  Planning 's  current  understanding  and  planning  for  development  in  the  area 
containing  the  identified  alternative  sites.  It  is  included  here  because  it  reflects  upon  the 
proposed  land  uses  of  the  areas  containing  the  alternative  sites  and  discusses  the  proposed  federal 
building. 

E.  South  of  Market  Earthquake  Recovery  Project 

The  South  Market  Earthquake  Recovery  Project  Redevelopment  Plan  was  adopted  on  June  11, 
1990,  some  8  months  after  the  October  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake.  The  project  area 
comprises  62.4  acres.  The  plan  was  adopted  under  the  provisions  of  the  California  Community 
Redevelopment  Law  and  the  Disaster  Project  Law  which  provides  the  ability  to  solely  repair, 
restore,  and  or  replace  buildings  and  physical  infrastructure  damaged  by  the  earthquake  and  to 
provide  economic  development  assistance  to  neighborhood  serving  businesses.  These  plan 
implementation  limitations  have  reduced  the  ability  of  the  agency  to  pursue  owner  participation 
and  other  activities  normal  to  a  conventional  redevelopment  plan.  However,  within  these 
constraints  the  agency,  in  conjunction  with  the  South  of  Market  Problem  Solving  Council,  which 
serves  as  the  project's  Citizens  Advisory  Committee,  has  initiated  a  number  of  activities  in  the 
areas  of  housing,  economic  development,  public  infrastructure  improvements,  community 
organization  and  community  outreach.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  implementation  of  projected 
activities  anticipates  amending  the  present  redevelopment  plan  to  a  conventional  redevelopment 
project  plan  in  order  to  achieve  project  objectives.  The  project  is  the  subject  of  an  EIR  to  be 
published  in  Spring  of  1996. 

F.  Mid-Market  Survey  Area 

The  Mid-Market  area  represents  a  corridor  between  the  retail  core  of  the  City  and  the 
Civic/Government  Center.  The  corridor  runs  along  both  sides  of  Market  Street  from  Fourth 
Street  to  just  past  the  elevated  Central  Freeway.  Mid-Market  has  been  long-plagued  by  chronic 
economic  disinvestment,  unemployment  and  a  large  homeless  population.  Here  the  redevelop- 
ment process  offers  an  opportunity  to  utilize  its  broad  powers  to  stimulate  economic  growth  (and 
improve  the  quality  of  life  for  community  residents  and  the  City  at  large). 
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G.  City  Planning  Code 

The  Code  contains  the  zoning  ordinances  for  San  Francisco  that  implements  the  goals  and 
policies  of  the  Master  Plan  (though,  as  stated  earlier,  the  City  is  not  bound  by  the  consistency 
rule).  It  is  part  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code.  San  Francisco  is  a 
charter  city,  therefore  it  is  generally  not  subject  to  the  State  Zoning  Law.  The  code  sets  forth 
many  requirements  governing  use  and  dimensions  of  structures.  Certain  sections  merit 
elaboration  here  and  are  described  below. 

The  City  must  count  the  proposed  office  space  against  the  maximum  annual  limit  of  development 
according  to  Planning  Code  Section  321  (a)  (2)  (c),  Office  Development  (Annual  Limit). 

Both  of  the  identified  alternative  sites  for  new  construction  are  located  in  the  C-3-G  (Downtown 
General  Commercial)  zoning  use  district.  The  Planning  Code  sets  forth  various  Height  and  Bulk 
districts,  and  these  are  shown  in  the  zoning  maps.  The  districts  are  described  by  a  number  and 
a  letter.  The  number  equals  the  maximum  height  of  the  building.  The  letter  corresponds  to  bulk 
limits  of  buildings  above  a  specified  height.  The  majority  of  the  parcels  at  the  identified  sites 
are  in  an  S  district.  The  S  designation  provides  a  complex  methodology  for  limiting  the  bulk  of 
the  building  at  various  heights.  It  is  set  forth  in  Section  270  (d)  of  the  Planning  Code.  The 
objective  of  the  regulation  is  to  taper  a  building  as  it  gains  height,  thereby  reducing  the 
imposition  of  the  bulk  of  the  building  upon  the  skyline,  and  the  resulting  impacts  on  wind, 
shadow  and  urban  design.  The  requirements  describe  three  sections  of  the  building;  the  base, 
lower  tower  and  upper  tower.  The  base,  or  lowest  portion  of  the  building  cannot  exceed  1.25 
times  the  width  of  the  abutting  street  or  50  feet,  whichever  is  higher.  The  lower  and  upper 
towers  are  governed  by  a  chart  depicting  ratios  of  building  height  to  maximum  building 
dimensions. 

Special  exceptions  to  bulk  requirements  in  the  C-3  districts  are  allowed  under  with  Section  272 
of  the  Planning  Code.  The  section  allows  flexibility  in  the  bulk  requirements  to  accommodate 
special  situations  created  by  design,  location  or  function. 

The  base  floor  area  ratio  allowed  in  C-3-G  districts  is  6: 1,  meaning  that  the  gross  square  footage 
of  the  building  cannot  exceed  six  times  the  square  footage  of  the  lot.  Special  setback  rules  for 
taller  buildings  apply  in  the  C-3  districts  and  are  governed  by  Section  132.1  of  the  Planning 
Code.  These  setbacks  are  intended  to  avoid  the  perception  of  overwhelming  mass  and  to  provide 
separation  between  building  towers. 

Building  height  may  be  further  restricted  in  San  Francisco  by  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code, 
commonly  referred  to  as  Proposition  K,  or  the  sunlight  ordinance.  This  section  prohibits  the 
issuance  of  building  permits  for  structures  that  would  shade  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
or  designated  for  acquisition  by  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  unless  the  City  Planning 
and  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  determines  that  the  impact  of  such  shadow  would  be 
insignificant.  There  are  several  such  properties  located  in  and  near  the  Civic  Center.  Additional 
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building  size  restrictions  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  shadow  impacts  on  open  spaces  are  set 
forth  in  Section  147  of  the  Planning  Code.  This  section  places  restrictions  on  new  development 
in  the  C-3  zoning  districts.  These  sections  are  discussed  in  greater  detail  in  Section  3.9, 
Aesthetic/Visual  Resources. 

Another  potential  control  on  building  mass  is  set  forth  in  Section  148,  Reduction  of  Ground- 
Level  Wind  Currents  in  C-3  Districts.  This  section  restricts  buildings  whose  size  or  shape 
would  create  or  intensify  winds  beyond  an  established  seating  and  pedestrian  comfort  criteria. 
This  ordinance  is  the  basis  for  the  wind  tunnel  study  performed  and  described  in  Section  3.14, 
Wind  of  this  EIS/EIR. 

Downtown  projects  are  subject  to  a  number  of  "linkage"  requirements,  whereby  they  are 
required  to  dedicate  land  or  pay  fees  (generally  based  upon  square  footage  of  the  project)  in 
order  to  assist  in  the  accomplishment  of  several  city  projects.  These  include  open  space,  parks, 
art,  transportation  brokerage,  employment  brokerage,  child  care  brokerage,  transit  services, 
schools  and  affordable  housing.  The  federal  government  is  exempt  from  these  requirements. 
These  requirements  are  set  forth  in  the  city's  Planning  Code. 

3.7.2      Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  a  parcel  currently  owned  by  Bank  of  America  and 
occupies  the  eastern  half  of  the  block  surrounded  by  Market,  Tenth,  Mission  and  Eleventh 
Streets.  Bank  of  America  would  sell  this  site  to  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
(SFRA),  who  would  subsequently  transfer  the  site  to  GSA. 

The  site  is  occupied  by  several  buildings,  including  a  four-story  structure  fronting  Market  Street 
that  contains  various  businesses  and  retail  shops.  Several  older  buildings  (attached)  built 
between  1929  and  1935  are  located  midblock  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets.  These  are 
currently  vacant.  The  businesses  and  retail  shops  along  Market  Street  would  require  relocation, 
after  which  the  buildings  would  be  demolished.  The  southern  remainder  of  the  site  is  a  vacant 
former  service  station  and  car  wash.  These  structures  would  also  be  demolished  to  accommo- 
date construction  of  the  new  building. 

The  site  is  surrounded  by  a  variety  of  uses  (see  Figure  3.7-1).  To  the  east,  across  Tenth  Street, 
is  the  Merchandise  Mart,  a  wholesaler's  showroom.  South  of  the  site,  across  Mission  Street, 
are  residential  hotels  and  an  auto  repair  facility.  Across  Market  Street  to  the  north  are  large 
buildings,  including  the  Fox  Plaza  and  mixed  use  development  (retail,  office  and  residential), 
while  to  the  west  of  the  site  on  the  same  block  is  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center.  Many  of 
the  buildings  are  described  more  fully  in  Section  3.10,  "Historic  Resources." 
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The  Civic  Center  core  lies  two  blocks  to  the  north  of  the  site.  The  Civic  Center  contains  the 
City's  greatest  concentration  of  cultural  and  government  facilities. 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  zoned  C-3-G,  or  Downtown  General  Commercial  (see 
Figure  3.7-2).  Uses  allowed  in  this  district  include  office,  hotel,  residential,  service  and 
commercial.  The  Planning  Code  describes  this  zoning  district  as  follows: 

This  district  covers  the  western  portions  of  downtown  and  is  composed  of 
a  variety  of  uses:  Retail,  offices,  hotels,  entertainment,  clubs  and 
institutions,  and  high  density  residential. 

Many  of  these  uses  have  a  citywide  or  regional  function,  although  the 
intensity  of  development  is  lower  here  than  in  the  downtown  core  area.  As 
in  the  case  of  other  downtown  districts,  no  off-street  parking  is  required  for 
individual  commercial  buildings,  but  in  portions  of  this  district  automobile 
parking  is  a  major  land  use,  serving  this  district  and  the  adjacent  office  and 
retail  core  areas.  In  the  vicinity  of  Market  Street,  the  configuration  of  this 
district  reflects  easy  accessibility  by  rapid  transit.  [Planning  Code,  Section 
210.3] 

The  project  site  is  governed  by  three  height  and  bulk  districts.  The  first  is  320-S,  which  extends 
from  Market  Street  south  to  approximately  halfway  through  the  site  (see  Figure  3.7-2).  The 
second  is  200-S,  extending  another  quarter  of  the  distance  south  through  the  site.  The  150-S 
district  covers  the  southernmost  portion  of  the  site  south  to  Mission  Street. 

Plans  and  Policies 

The  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  elements  include  two  area  plans  specifically  relevant  to  the  Tenth 
and  Market  Alternative  site.  These  are  the  Downtown  Plan  and  the  Civic  Center  Plan.  These 
are  discussed  below. 

Downtown  Plan.  The  Downtown  Plan  land  use  designation  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
site  is  Downtown  General  Commercial.  The  proposed  federal  building  would  be  consistent  with 
this  designation. 

The  Downtown  Plan  sets  forth  numerous  policies  with  regard  to  future  development  within  its 
planning  area.  It  recognizes  the  area  as  the  central  core  of  business  activity  for  the  City.  Office 
space  is  the  primary  product  of  downtown  businesses.  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  is 
located  in  the  Downtown  area,  but  it  is  many  blocks  removed  from  the  central  business  core. 
If  this  project  were  a  commercial  venture,  it  would  not  necessarily  be  consistent  with  Policy  2 
of  Objective  2  for  office  space,  which  would  "guide  location  of  office  development  to  maintain 
a  compact  downtown  core  and  minimize  displacement  of  other  uses." 
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3.7  Land  Use  Consistency 


The  Tenth  and  Market  location  was  chosen  because  of  its  proximity  to  the  Civic  Center.  The 
plan  for  the  Civic  Center  is  more  relevant  for  analysis  of  land  use  consistency,  given  the 
governmental  function  of  the  building. 

Civic  Center  Plan.  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  located  on  the  periphery  of  the 
Civic  Center  (it  is  within  the  1994  Civic  Center  Study  area  boundary).  Several  objectives  and 
policies  contained  in  the  Civic  Center  Plan  are  relevant  to  the  Federal  Building  proposal. 

The  Civic  Center  Plan  contains  the  City's  policies  regarding  government  activities  in  and  near 
the  Civic  Center.  The  primary  objective  is  to  keep  all  government  activity  in  or  near  the  Civic 
Center.  Those  functions  requiring  high  levels  of  interaction  and  public  use  should  be  located 
within  the  Civic  Center  and  other  government  activities  should  be  located  within  a  "sphere  of 
influence"  of  the  Civic  Center. 

The  federal  building  proposal  does  not  contain  activities  which  generate  substantial  public 
interaction.  The  Civic  Center  policy  for  such  buildings  states  in  part  in  Objective  2: 

Develop  the  civic  center  as  a  cohesive  area  for  the  administrative  Junctions 
of  City,  State  and  Federal  government.  .  .  (T)hose  Federal,  State  and  City 
agencies  providing  basic  governmental  services  (such  as  tax  collection  and 
permit  processing),  and  particularly  those  agencies  intensively  used  by  the 
public,  should  be  located  in  the  Civic  Center  to  facilitate  public  access  and 
convenience. 

Government  functions  with  low  public  interaction  should  nevertheless  be  near  other  operations 
from  the  same  branch  or  level  of  government,  according  to  Policy  3  of  Objective  2,  which 
states: 

Encourage  governmental  activities  of  each  level  of  government  to  locate 
within  a  "sphere  of  influence "  within  the  Civic  Center  to  avoid  inefficient 
dispersal  of  these  activities  throughout  the  area. 

The  purpose  of  the  new  federal  building  is  to  house  executive  branch  agencies  which  are 
currently  dispersed  in  rental  and  other  federal  space  throughout  the  City. 

Policy  4  of  Objective  2  states: 

Encourage  administrative-oriented  governmental  Junctions  (executive, 
legislative,  and  judicial)  to  locate  in  new  consolidated  facilities  rather  than 
being  dispersed  throughout  the  adjacent  area  in  leased  or  rented  quarters. 
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The  new  federal  building  would  be  consistent  with  these  objectives,  consolidating  several  federal 
executive  agencies  into  one  federally-owned  building.  The  objective  of  the  proposal  is  to  locate 
the  new  federal  building  within  two  blocks  of  the  Civic  Center. 

Civic  Center  Study.  The  Civic  Center  Study  Area  includes  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
site.  The  Development  Program  for  Subarea  2  makes  specific  reference  to  the  proposed  new 
federal  building: 

a.  Most  of  the  blocks  facing  Market  Street  within  this  area  are  fully 
developed  with  the  exception  of  the  10th  and  Market  Street  site 
proposed  for  a  federal  office  building.  .  .  Wind  tunnel  studies  should 
be  conducted  early-on  in  the  building  design  process  of  any  building 
greater  than  50  feet  proposed  within  this  subarea.  The  building  form 
and  orientation  should  be  designed  to  minimize  shadow  and  wind 
impacts  on  the  Market  Street  sidewalk  space,  the  State  Compensation 
building  plaza,  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  U.N.  Plaza.  .  . 

Extensive  wind  tunnel  tests  were  conducted  for  this  site.  They  are  discussed  in 
Sections  3.14  and  4.14.  The  objective  of  the  testing  was  to  find  a  building 
configuration  that  minimized  additional  wind  impacts  to  the  area. 

b.  The  ground  floor  space  facing  Market  Street  in  the  new  federal  office 
building  should  provide  pedestrian-oriented  retail  uses.  Should  retail 
uses  not  be  feasible  in  a  government  building,  ground  floor  space 
should  be  designed  to  feature  pedestrian-level  clear  glass  and  ground 
floor  uses  should  feature  agencies  with  high  volumes  of  public  contact 
or  retail-types  of  activities  like  a  government  book  store  and  food 
service.  Cafeterias  should  be  discouraged  in  new  government  buildings 
as  a  means  of  encouraging  government  workers  to  support  nearby  food 
businesses.  However,  if  a  cafeteria  is  determined  to  be  necessary 
within  the  building,  it  should  be  provided  at  the  Market  Street  and/or 
10th  Street  ground floor frontage(s),  should  be  independently  accessible 
and  open  to  the  public,  and  should  serve  breakfast,  lunch  and  dinner 
weekdays. 

The  federal  government's  objective  is  to  provide  ground  floor  activities  in  general 
conformance  to  the  stated  Civic  Center  Study  objectives. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  occupies  the  southeast  portion  of  the  block  surrounded 
by  Market,  Seventh,  Mission  and  Eighth  Streets.  It  was  once  the  location  of  the  Greyhound  Bus 
depot.  Most  of  the  site  is  vacant  or  used  for  parking  (see  Figure  3.7-3).  Two  buildings,  four 
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stories  high,  are  located  on  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site.  These  were  residential  hotels, 
currently  boarded  up  and  vacant.  Both  buildings  were  built  in  1907;  the  southern  one  is  known 
as  the  St.  Raphael  Hotel.  The  buildings  remaining  on  the  site  are  discussed  in  Section  3.10, 
Historic  Resources. 

North  of  the  site  are  several  multi-story  buildings  fronting  Market  Street.  Generally,  the 
buildings  on  the  western  portion  of  the  Market  Street  frontage  are  relatively  new  (1960,  1980 
and  1985)  and  range  from  eight  to  fourteen  stories.  On  the  eastern  half  of  the  frontage,  the 
buildings  are  older  (1906  through  1923)  and  are  five  to  six  stories  tall.  They  contain  a  variety 
of  retail,  commercial  and  hotel  services. 

To  the  south  of  the  site,  across  Mission,  are  buildings  between  four  and  six  stories  containing 
various  retail,  commercial  and  service  uses.  Across  Seventh  Street,  to  the  east,  is  the  former 
U.S.  Post  Office  and  Court  House  (now  called  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals,  Ninth  Circuit),  built 
between  1897  and  1905.  Considerable  discussion  is  given  to  this  important  building  in  Section 
4. 10,  Historic  Resources.  To  the  west  of  the  site,  on  the  same  block,  is  the  Town  House  Motel, 
occupying  the  Eighth  Street  frontage  between  Market  and  Mission  with  a  parking  lot. 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site,  like  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  is  zoned  C-3- 
G,  or  Downtown  General  Commercial).  Therefore,  the  uses  and  restrictions  on  the  site  are  the 
same. 

Four  different  height  and  bulk  districts  govern  the  site  (see  Figure  3.7-4).  Beginning  at  the 
eastern  boundary  of  the  site,  the  first  district  is  90-X.  Any  district  with  the  X  designation  is  not 
governed  by  the  bulk  limits  set  forth  in  Section  272  of  the  Planning  Code.  Moving  from  east 
to  west  across  the  site,  the  next  districts  are  120-X,  150-X,  180-S  and  240-S  (see  discussion  of 
S  districts  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative). 

Plans  and  Policies 

Downtown  Plan.  The  Downtown  Plan  land  use  designation  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
alternative  site  is  Downtown  General  Commercial.  As  noted  previously,  the  proposed  federal 
building  would  be  consistent  with  the  designation.  The  discussion  of  consistency  with  the 
Downtown  Plan  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  is  the  same  for  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  This  site  would  be  located  closer  to  the  downtown  core. 

Civic  Center  Plan.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  located  on  the  periphery  of  the 
Civic  Center.  Several  objectives  and  policies  contained  in  the  Civic  Center  Plan  are  relevant 
to  the  federal  building  proposal.  The  discussion  and  finding  of  consistency  would  be  the  same 
as  with  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  location  is  close  to  two  other  federal  buildings;  the  old  Post  Office, 
U.S.  Court  of  Appeals,  Ninth  Circuit,  and  the  old  federal  office  building  at  United  Nations 
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Plaza.  Locating  near  these  buildings  would  be  consistent  with  Policy  3  of  Objective  2  of  the 
Civic  Center  Plan  by  enhancing  interaction  between  government  offices  and  increasing  the 
convenience  and  efficiency  of  government  facilities  by  having  each  governmental  level  located 
in  clusters. 

Civic  Center  Study.  The  study  did  not  contemplate  the  development  of  the  federal  building  at 
the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site.  It  makes  no  specific  reference  to  the  site,  but  focuses 
its  recommendations  on  Market  Street  properties. The  Draft  Civic  Center  Study  (October  1994) 
at  page  143  contains  the  following  policy: 

9.  Encourage  new  mixed  use  developments  on  large  vacant  parcels 
such  as  the  former  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  site  and  the  Trinity 
Plaza  parking  lots. 

The  study  goes  on  to  state: 

The  3.6-acre  former  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  site,  bounded  by 
Stevenson,  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets,  is  a  prime  site  for  new  mixed  use 
development  which  could  activate  this  portion  of  Mid-Market  Street  which 
serves  as  a  gateway  to  Civic  Center.  The  federal  government  is  investing 
nearly  $90  million  to  seismically  strengthen  and  restore  the  adjacent  Post 
Office/Courts  landmark  building  for  use  as  a  federal  courthouse.  A 
government  office  complex  at  the  Greyhound  site,  combining  judicial  and 
administrative  office  activities,  would  strengthen  the  Courts  link  to  Civic 
Center.  It  would  generate  substantial  pedestrian  activity  on  the  Seventh 
Street  corridor  leading  to  United  Nations  Plaza,  the  Federal  government's 
50  U.N.  Plaza  landmark  building,  and  the  Fulton  Mall  gateway  to  the  Civic 
Center.  This  would  be  a  positive  public  investment  which  would  benefit 
government  workers,  clients,  area  merchants  and  residents.  Such  a 
proposal  should  be  pursued  for  this  site. 

Other  development  options  to  consider  for  the  site  include  cultural  arts 
and  entertainment  activities  with  student  housing  or  low-income  housing 
above,  or  more  temporary  uses  such  as  an  enclosed  'farmer's"  market  or 
"flea"  market.  Parking  lot  or  garage  use  should  be  discouraged  as  a 
permanent  use,  except  as  accessory  to  commercial,  institutional,  govern- 
mental or  residential  uses.  Building  height,  mass  orientation  and  facade 
materials  should  be  designed  to  mitigate  wind  impacts  on  the  site  and  its 
environs;  pedestrian  safety  criteria  of  Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code 
should  not  be  waived.  New  structures  should  be  sensitive  to  the  design  of 
adjacent  landmark  buildings  such  as  the  Federal  Courthouse  and  Odd 
Fellows  Hall. 
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C. 


Purchase  Alternative 


This  alternative  would  involve  the  purchase  of  an  existing  building  in  the  Central  Business 
District  of  San  Francisco.  No  specific  location  was  determined,  therefore  applicable  plans  and 
policies  cannot  be  described.  However,  as  an  existing  building,  it  would  have  already  been 
approved  subject  to  relevant  plans  and  policies. 


This  alternative  involves  the  leasing  of  large  blocks  of  office  space  to  accommodate  federal 
agencies.  No  specific  location  was  determined,  therefore  applicable  plans  and  policies  cannot 
be  described.  However,  as  an  existing  building,  it  would  have  already  been  approved  subject 
to  relevant  plans  and  policies. 


Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  proposed  project  site  would  not  be  conveyed  to  GSA. 
Bank  of  America  had  preliminary  plans  in  the  mid-1970s  to  develop  the  site  in  a  similar  manner 
as  its  adjacent  parcel,  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center.  The  Bank  of  America  abandoned  the 
second  data  center  concept.  It  is  not  known  what  would  be  developed  on  the  parcel  should  the 
site  not  be  used  for  the  federal  building. 


D. 


Lease  Alternative 


E. 


No  Action  Alternative 
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SOCIOECONOMICS  AND  THE  REAL  ESTATE  MARKET 


This  section  describes  existing  regional  socioeconomic  conditions  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area, 
as  well  as  the  current  local  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  alternative  sites. 

3.8.1      Regional  Setting 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  encompasses  nine  counties  totalling  approximately  7,000  square 
miles.  The  nine  counties  within  the  Bay  Area  can  be  grouped  into  four  subregions  based  upon 
geographic  location  and  commute  patterns.  These  include  the  North  Bay  (Marin,  Sonoma, 
Napa,  and  Solano  counties),  the  East  Bay  (Contra  Costa  and  Alameda  counties),  the  South  Bay 
(Santa  Clara  and  San  Mateo  counties),  and  San  Francisco  (city  and  county).  GSA  uses  a  five 
county  commuter  area  for  its  planning  purposes  (Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Marin,  San  Mateo  and 
San  Francisco).  Except  when  addressing  federal  planning  issues,  for  this  EIS/EIR,  the  nine- 
county  region  is  used  because  of  the  large  amount  of  information  available  from  the  Association 
of  Bay  Area  Governments,  which  uses  the  nine  county  area  in  compiling  its  statistics. 

Population  and  Housing 

Population.  Population  trends  in  the  Bay  Area  are  shown  in  Table  3.8-1.  As  the  table 
indicates,  the  region  grew  from  a  population  of  just  over  4.6  million  in  1970  to  about  6.33 
million  in  1993.  This  represents  a  region-wide  annual  growth  rate  of  about  1.4  percent  over  the 
23-year  period.  Population  growth  has  accelerated  in  recent  years  as  the  region  has  experienced 
a  1.7  percent  annual  growth  rate  since  1990.  The  overall  growth  rate  is  expected  to  slow  to 
about  1.0  percent  per  year  over  the  next  17  years.  At  that  rate,  the  region's  population  would 
expand  to  over  7.5  million  by  2010. 


Table  3.8-1.  Bay  Area  Population  Trends 
(in  thousands  of  people) 


Subregion 

197a 

1980 

1990 

1993 

2000 

2010 

North  Bay 

640 

857 

1,070 

1,144 

1.306 

1.500 

East  Bay 

1,632 

1,762 

2,083 

2,192 

2,382 

2.652 

South  Bay 

1,621 

1,882 

2,147 

2,245 

2.403 

:.562 

San  Francisco 

716 

679 

724 

752 

784 

819 

Total 

4,608 

5,180 

6,024 

6.333 

6,875 

7.533 

Sources:  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Commerce  and  Industry  Inventory.  July,  1993. 
California  Department  of  Finance,  Population  and  Housing  Estimates,  May  1993. 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Projections  '94,  December  1993. 


The  North  Bay  subregion  has  experienced  the  most  rapid  rate  of  population  growth  in  the  Bay 
Area  since  1970,  with  an  annual  growth  rate  of  2.3  percent.  That  subregion  is  expected  to 
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continue  to  grow  at  a  relatively  rapid  1.6  percent  per  year  to  the  year  2010.  By  contrast,  the 
City  of  San  Francisco  has  experienced  the  lowest  growth  rate  (0.2  percent)  over  the  23-year 
period.  The  City  actually  experienced  a  population  decline  during  the  1970s,  but  has  grown  at 
a  0.8  percent  annual  rate  since  1980. 

With  a  current  population  of  about  752,000  (Department  of  Finance,  May,  1994),  San  Francisco 
is  the  least  populated  of  the  Bay  Area  subregions.  However,  as  the  City  accounts  for  roughly 
12  percent  of  the  region's  population  with  only  about  1  percent  of  the  land  area,  it  is  the  most 
densely  populated  of  the  four  subregions  (with  over  16,000  persons  per  square  mile). 

San  Francisco's  population  is  projected  to  grow  by  0.5  percent  annually  over  the  next  several 
years,  which  is  only  about  half  the  rate  at  which  the  entire  Bay  Area  would  grow  over  the  same 
period.  This  growth  rate  would  bring  the  City's  total  population  to  819,000  by  2010. 

Housing.  Housing  growth  trends  in  the  Bay  Area  generally  coincide  with  population  growth  (see 
Table  3.8-2).  The  region  as  a  whole  has  experienced  1.5  percent  annual  growth  since  1980, 
which  is  roughly  equivalent  to  the  population  growth  over  the  same  period.  The  region's  current 
stock  of  2.4  million  units  is  projected  to  grow  by  about  0.9  percent  annually  until  the  year  2010, 
bringing  the  total  regional  housing  stock  to  nearly  2.8  million  units. 

Table  3.8-2.  Bay  Area  Housing  Stock  Trends 
(in  thousands  of  units) 


Subregion 

i98a 

1990 

1993 

2000 

2010 

North  Bay 

320 

399 

443 

474 

555 

East  Bay 

668 

780 

840 

879 

990 

South  Bay 

684 

762 

806 

836 

905 

San  Francisco 

299 

306 

311 

323 

342 

Total 

1,971 

2,246 

2,400 

2,512 

2,792 

Sources:     California  Department  of  Finance,  Population  and  Housing  Estimates,  May  1993. 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments,  Projections  '94,  December  1993. 
Note:        Some  totals  do  not  add  up  exactly  due  to  rounding. 


As  with  population,  housing  growth  has  been,  and  is  expected  to  continue  to  be,  greatest  in  the 
North  Bay  subregion.  Since  1980,  the  North  Bay's  housing  stock  has  grown  by  2.5  percent 
annually.  Although  the  rate  of  growth  is  projected  to  slow  to  an  average  of  1.3  percent  per  year 
until  2010,  the  North  Bay  will  continue  to  be  the  fastest  growing  subregion  within  the  Bay  Area. 

San  Francisco's  housing  stock,  by  comparison,  has  grown  at  an  average  rate  of  only  0.4  percent 
annually  since  1980.  Although  housing  development  is  expected  to  continue  to  average  0.4 
percent  (an  average  of  1,200  units  per  year  until  2010),  growth  in  the  City's  housing  stock  will 
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continue  to  be  slower  than  that  of  the  region  as  a  whole  (City  of  San  Francisco,  written 
communication,  February  3,  1995). 

As  of  May  1993,  about  116,000  housing  units  throughout  the  Bay  Area  were  vacant.  This 
represents  a  4.8  percent  region-wide  vacancy  rate  (Department  of  Finance,  May,  1993). 
Immediately  after  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake,  vacancy  increased  to  6.5%  but  has  leveled 
off  to  about  5  percent.  In  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  slightly  more  than  16,600  units  were 
vacant  in  1993.  This  represents  a  vacancy  rate  of  5  percent,  which  is  somewhat  higher  than  the 
region-wide  rate  (City  of  San  Francisco,  written  communication,  February  3,  1995). 

Economic  Activity/Employment 

Employment  Trends.  Table  3.8-3  illustrates  trends  in  the  regional  labor  force  and  employment 
since  1970.  At  an  average  annual  increase  of  3.4  percent,  the  region's  labor  force  grew  more 
than  twice  as  rapidly  as  did  the  regional  population  from  1970  to  1992.  During  this  period,  the 
labor  force,  as  a  proportion  of  the  regional  population,  grew  from  42  percent  to  53  percent  (San 
Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  July  1993). 


Table  3.8-3.  Bay  Area  Labor  Force  and  Employment  Trends 
(in  thousands  of  employees) 


Labor  Force 

1970 

1980 

1990 

1992 

North  Bay 

241 

406 

559 

575 

East  Bay 

669 

877 

1,106 

1,108 

South  Bay 

686 

1,017 

1,215 

1,203 

San  Francisco 

340 

365 

408 

402 

Total 

1,936 

2,702 

3,288 

3,288 

Employment 

1970 

1980 

1990 

1992 

North  Bay 

101 

275 

382 

381 

East  Bay 

388 

690 

882 

873 

South  Bay 

444 

937 

1.118 

1.096 

San  Francisco 

375 

549 

559 

527 

Total 

1,307 

2,451 

2,941 

4,883 

Sources:  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  Commerce  and  Industry  Inventory,  July  1995. 


As  shown  in  Table  3.8-3,  region-wide  employment  in  the  Bay  Area  has  more  than  doubled  since 
1970,  despite  a  reduction  in  employment  since  1990.  The  125  percent  increase  in  employment 
that  has  been  experienced  over  the  past  22  years  far  exceeds  the  34  percent  increase  in 
population  that  occurred  over  the  same  period.  However,  total  employment  fell  by  2.4  percent 
from  1990  to  1993  while  the  region's  population  grew  by  over  5  percent  (San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning,  July  1993). 
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San  Francisco  has  historically  held  a  higher  proportion  of  regional  jobs  than  regional  population. 
In  1970,  28.6  percent  of  region-wide  jobs  were  concentrated  in  the  City  while  only  about  15.5 
percent  of  the  populace  resided  there.  By  1992,  the  City's  share  of  regional  employment  had 
dropped  to  18.5  percent,  but  its  share  of  the  regional  population  had  fallen  to  11.7  percent. 

The  statistics  above  indicate  that  the  prominence  of  San  Francisco  as  a  major  economic  center 
within  the  Bay  Area  has  decreased  since  1970.  Nevertheless,  the  City  remains  the  only 
subregion  within  the  Bay  Area  whose  employment  base  is  larger  than  its  labor  force.  This 
indicates  that  people  continue  to  commute  to  San  Francisco  from  other  subregions  and  that 
regional  economic  activity  is  still  concentrated  in  the  City. 

San  Francisco's  economic  base  has  historically  been,  and  continues  to  be,  diverse.  Office  uses 
(such  as  finance,  insurance,  business  and  legal  services)  passed  industrial  activity  (manufactur- 
ing, wholesale,  construction,  real  estate)  as  the  largest  employer  in  the  City  around  1981.  As 
of  1992,  office  uses  continued  to  be  the  largest  employer  in  the  City,  with  over  170,000  jobs. 
Although  industrial  jobs  have  been  in  decline  since  about  1981,  industrial  activity  continues  to 
be  the  second  largest  employer  in  the  City  with  about  120,000  jobs  as  of  1992.  Jobs  in  the 
cultural/institutional  sector  (health  and  social  services,  education,  recreation)  have  risen  steadily 
since  1976  while  jobs  in  the  retail,  government,  and  hotel  sectors  have  remained  relatively 
steady  during  that  same  period. 

The  general  decline  in  employment  levels  since  1990  has  reflected  the  national  recession.  The 
largest  decline  took  place  in  office  employment,  the  largest  employment  sector.  About  22,000 
office  jobs  were  lost  citywide  between  1990  and  1992.  The  industrial,  retail,  and  government 
sectors  saw  somewhat  smaller  job  losses  during  this  period.  Within  the  office  category,  business 
services  were  the  primary  job  losers.  Wholesale  and  construction  were  the  primary  losers  within 
the  industrial  category  while  apparel  stores  suffered  the  greatest  job  losses  within  the  retail 
sector.  Employment  in  the  hotel  sector  remained  relatively  stable  while  the  cultural/institutional 
sector  has  actually  continued  to  gain  jobs  in  the  City  during  the  1990s. 

Unemployment.  Unemployment  rates  have  risen  throughout  the  state  since  the  beginning  of  the 
current  recession  in  1990,  although  the  rate  of  increase  declined  in  1993.  However,  the 
unemployment  rate  in  the  Bay  Area  was  about  1.5  points  lower  than  the  statewide  rate  prior  to 
the  recession  and  over  2  points  lower  in  1993.  San  Francisco's  unemployment  rate  has  risen 
in  conjunction  with  the  overall  rate  for  the  Bay  Area  and  the  state  since  1990  (California 
Economic  Development  Department,  1990-1993)  but  has  remained  slightly  higher  than  the 
regional  rate. 

Office /Retail  Space.  The  Iliff  Thorn  inventory  of  office  space  includes  total  space  and  vacancy 
rates  for  all  buildings  of  20,000  square  feet  or  more  in  San  Francisco's  financial  district  and 
10,000  square  feet  or  more  in  surrounding  areas  that  function  primarily  as  offices.  According 
to  the  Iliff  Thorn  inventory,  there  were  about  63.4  million  square  feet  of  office  space  in  the 
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downtown  area  as  of  1992.  This  amount  represents  a  24  percent  increase  over  the  1986  total 
of  about  51.2  million  square  feet. 

Table  3.8-4  compares  office  vacancy  rates  for  the  greater  downtown  San  Francisco  area  to  the 
national  downtown  average  office  vacancy  rate.  As  the  table  indicates,  vacancy  rates  in  San 
Francisco  have  consistently  remained  below  the  national  average  for  downtown  areas  since  1986. 
While  the  national  average  vacancy  rate  has  generally  increased  since  1986,  the  vacancy  rate  in 
downtown  San  Francisco  has  generally  declined  over  the  same  period. 

Vacancy  rates  increased  throughout  the  recession  and  declined  in  1994  and  1995.  Proposition  M 
office  development  limits  have  not  been  used  over  the  past  five  years. 

Table  3.8-4.  Downtown  and  Vicinity  Office  Space  Vacancy  Rates: 
San  Francisco  and  the  U.S. 


Year 

Downtown  San  Francisco  Area 

National  Downtown  Average 

1986 

13.8 

16.4 

1987 

14.2 

17.2 

1988 

12.4 

18.2 

1989 

12.4 

18.6 

1990 

11.1 

18.9 

1991 

10.0 

18.9 

1992 

10.3 

18.7 

Besides  office  uses,  the  greater  downtown  San  Francisco  area  currently  contains  retail  shops  and 
restaurants.  Retail  facilities  within  the  downtown  area  employ  primarily  sales  and  service 
occupations  (San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  Downtown  Element,  p.  II.  1.4).  Downtown  retail 
businesses  serve  residents,  workers,  and  businesses.  However,  retail  activity  in  the  Market-Van 
Ness  area  primarily  serves  office  workers  in  the  Civic  Center  area  and  patrons  of  nearby 
performing  arts  facilities.  Recent  data  suggests  that  there  has  been  a  slight  decrease  in  the 
vacancy  rates,  but  there  have  been  no  significant  changes.  (Chion,  City  Planning  Department, 
personal  communication,  April,  1996). 

Federal  and  Local  Economic  Development  Policies 

Uniform  Relocation  Act.  The  relocation  of  people,  businesses,  institutions,  or  community 
facilities  as  a  result  of  a  project  is  termed  "displacement".  Under  the  Uniform  Relocation 
Assistance  and  Real  Property  Acquisition  44  CFR  30946  set  forth  in  September  1979,  individuals 
or  businesses  who  are  forced  to  relocate  due  to  real  estate  acquisition  by  a  public  agency  may 
be  entitled  to  certain  payments  and  other  assistance.  It  is  anticipated  that  several  businesses  will 
be  affected  by  the  construction  of  the  proposed  Federal  Building. 
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Executive  Order  12898.  In  February  of  1994,  the  President  of  the  United  States  adopted 
Executive  Order  (EO)  12898,  Federal  Actions  to  Address  Environmental  Justice  in  Minority 
Populations  and  Low-Income  Populations.  This  EO  states  that  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable 
and  permitted  by  law,  and  consistent  with  the  principles  set  forth  in  the  report  on  the  National 
Performance  Review,  each  Federal  agency  shall  make  achieving  environmental  justice  part  of 
its  mission  by  identifying  and  addressing,  as  appropriate,  disproportionately  high  and  adverse 
human  health  or  environmental  effects  of  its  programs,  policies,  and  activities  on  minority 
populations  and  low-income  populations  in  the  United  States  and  its  territories  and  possessions, 
the  District  of  Columbia,  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico,  and  the  Commonwealth  of  the 
Mariana  Islands. 

Master  Plan  Commerce  and  Industry  Element.  The  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of  the  City 
of  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  outlines  the  City's  objectives  related  to  the  management  of 
economic  development  within  the  City.  Two  of  the  Element's  policies  are  directly  relevant  to 
the  proposed  federal  office  building,  including  the  following: 

•  Seek  to  retain  existing  commercial  and  industrial  activity  and  to  attract  new  such 
activity  to  the  city. 

•  Promote  San  Franci&o,  particularly  the  civic  center,  as  a  location  for  local, 
regional,  state  and  federal  governmental  functions. 

3.8.2      Site  Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

Demographic  Characteristics.  The  neighborhood  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  is 
characterized  by  a  relatively  low-income  minority  population.  The  population  of  the  census  tract 
in  which  the  site  is  located  had  a  total  population  of  3,879  in  1990  (U.S.  Census,  1990). 1 
Approximately  38  percent  of  the  population  was  white,  while  the  remainder  of  the  populace  was 
comprised  primarily  of  African  Americans,  Asians,  and  Hispanics.  The  median  household 
income  in  the  tract  was  $12,015  in  1990,  which  was  only  26  percent  of  the  citywide  median  of 
$45,664.  Nearly  14  percent  of  the  residents  within  the  tract  had  incomes  below  the  poverty 
level  while  the  unemployment  rate  in  the  area  was  about  23  percent.  Although  the  majority  of 
the  population  resides  in  the  eastern  portion  of  the  tract  a  few  blocks  east  of  the  site,  the  basic 
demographic  characteristics  of  the  tract  apply  to  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  as 
well. 

The  majority  of  the  tract's  1,735  housing  units  consist  of  residential  hotels  which  cater  primarily 
to  transient  populations.   Most  of  these  are  located  along  the  Mission  Street  corridor  in  the 


Census  Tract  176.98  is  roughly  bounded  by  Market  Street  to  the  north.  Fourth  Street  to  the  east,  Howard  Street  to  the  south,  and  Eleventh 
Street  to  the  west. 
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eastern  portion  of  the  tract  between  Fourth  and  Eighth  Streets.  About  65  percent  of  the  units 
in  the  tract  have  no  bedrooms  while  25  percent  lack  complete  plumbing  (U.S.  Census,  1990). 
In  addition,  Fox  Plaza  is  an  apartment  building  located  to  the  north  across  Market  Street. 

Local  Business  Activity.  The  site  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  is  in  a  neighborhood 
characterized  by  a  mix  of  office  and  retail  uses.  Retail  uses  predominate  the  first  floors  of 
structures,  particularly  along  Market  and  Mission  Streets.  Offices  are  typically  located  above 
the  first  floor  retail  uses.  The  block  in  which  the  site  is  located  contains  several  retail 
establishments,  a  Bank  of  America  branch  office,  and  other  office  buildings. 

The  areas  to  the  south  of  the  site  contain  a  similar  mix  of  uses,  including  low-end  retail  uses, 
a  budget  motel,  and  some  small  scale  industrial  uses  (auto  repair,  print  shops).  To  the  north 
along  Market  Street  are  various  ground-floor  retail  establishments  that  cater  primarily  to  office 
workers  along  Market  Street  and  at  the  nearby  Civic  Center. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Demographic  Characteristics.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  located  in  the  same 
census  tract  as  the  site  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  Demographic  characteristics  are 
therefore  similar.  However,  as  stated  above,  the  majority  of  residential  hotels  within  the  tract 
are  located  along  the  Mission  Street  corridor  between  Fourth  and  Eighth  Streets.  The  immediate 
vicinity  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  is  characterized  by  a  more  substantial  population  and 
more  human  activity  on  adjacent  streets.  The  immediate  area  is  also  characterized  by  a 
substantial  homeless  population  which  includes  several  homeless  encampments  on  the  Seventh 
and  Mission  Alternative  site  itself. 

Local  Business  Activity.  The  neighborhood  in  which  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site 
is  located  contains  a  mix  of  residential  (primarily  residential  hotels)  and  commercial  uses.  Areas 
adjacent  to  the  site  along  Sixth  and  Seventh  Streets  primarily  contain  street-level  low-end  retail 
uses  that  serve  the  local  population,  such  as  convenience  stores,  liquor  stores,  and  bars.  Upper 
floors  of  some  structures  contain  office  uses  but  in  most  structures  upper  floors  appear  to  be 
vacant. 

To  the  north  along  Market  Street  are  various  first-floor  retail  uses  with  offices  on  upper  floors. 
Establishments  along  Market  Street  in  this  area  include  a  variety  of  types,  ranging  from 
restaurants  to  specialty  retail  and  souvenir  shops  to  adult  businesses.  Such  establishments  cater 
to  tourists,  local  residents,  and  nearby  office  workers  (including  those  at  the  nearby  Civic 
Center). 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

Demographic  characteristics  and  specifics  regarding  local  business  activity  cannot  be  discussed 
because  a  building  has  not  been  identified  for  purchase.    However,  purchasing  an  existing 
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structure  would  not  create  any  new  office  space.  Federal  jobs  currently  in  the  City  would  be 
retained.  Local  businesses  in  the  vicinity  of  the  purchased  building  may  benefit  from  locating 
employees  in  the  building. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

As  with  the  Purchase  Alternative,  specifics  regarding  demographic  characteristics  and  local 
business  activity  cannot  be  determined  until  a  lease  space  is  selected.  Socioeconomic  conditions 
for  the  Lease  Alternative,  however,  would  be  similar  to  those  described  for  the  Purchase 
Alternative. 

E.  No  Action 

Socioeconomic  conditions  in  the  City  would  not  be  affected  by  the  No  Action  Alternative.  The 
City  of  San  Francisco  would  retain  possession  of  the  proposed  project  site  and  no  federal 
building  would  be  constructed.  Federal  agencies  would  continue  to  be  housed  in  existing 
federally-owned  space  and  commercial  leased  space. 


San  Franmeo  Federal  Budding 


3.8-8 


Fuwl  EJS/EIR 


3.9    AESTHETIC/VISUAL  RESOURCES 


In  the  built  environment,  the  aesthetics  and  visual  resources  of  a  given  location  are  related  to 
definable  characteristics  of  an  area's  urban  design.  These  characteristics  relate  to  the  nature  of 
the  spaces  defined  by  structures  and  built  areas  versus  the  pattern  and  quality  of  open  spaces  that 
frame  the  structures  and  built  areas.  Factors  affecting  this  built  space  include  building  intensity, 
scale,  surface  materials  of  buildings  and  paved  areas,  street  furniture,  landscaping,  and  view 
corridors. 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  located  within  a  highly  urbanized  setting  with 
multistory  structures  and  extensive  paved  areas.  The  immediate  vicinity  of  the  subject  site  is 
noteworthy  for  the  three  multi-story  structures  that  are  prominent  on  the  San  Francisco  skyline 
in  this  part  of  the  City.  They  include  The  Bank  of  America  Data  Center,  Fox  Plaza,  and  the 
AAA  Building.  They  were  developed  during  the  1960s  and  1970s. 

The  site  is  bounded  by  three  public  streets  and  their  rights-of-way  and  one  existing  large-scale 
development  (Bank  America  Data  Center).  It  also  encompasses  a  discontinuous  stub-out  public 
street.  On  the  north  side  is  Market  Street,  the  site's  most  visually  sensitive  frontage.  Market 
Street,  which  can  be  considered  San  Francisco's  "Main  Street,"  is  treated  with  major  public 
improvements  including  wide,  brick-paved  sidewalks,  extensive  street  tree  plantings,  and 
restored  Beaux- Arts  street  lighting  standards. 

Tenth  Street,  a  collector  street  running  southerly  from  Market  adjacent  to  the  eastern  frontage 
of  the  subject  site,  is  a  second  right-of-way  of  high  visual  prominence  relative  to  the  subject  site. 
The  site  is  bisected  by  Jessie  Street,  a  remnant  local  street.  Mission  Street  runs  along  the 
southern  frontage  of  the  site.  Mission  Street  is  a  major  arterial  serving  the  South  of  Market 
area,  though  most  of  the  new  development  along  the  Mission  Street  corridor  to  date  has  occurred 
several  blocks  east  of  the  subject  site.  To  the  west  of  the  subject  site  is  the  rear  facade  of  the 
Bank  of  America  Data  Center,  a  back-office  complex  prominent  in  the  immediate  project  area. 
It  features  a  21-story  tower  at  the  corner  of  Market  Street  and  Eleventh  Street,  and  a  building 
base  that  rises  six  levels  for  the  entire  block  frontage  between  Market  and  Mission  Streets.  The 
Bank  of  America  complex  measures  over  1.3  million  gross  square  feet  (GSF). 

Figures  3. 9- la  through  3.9- Id  include  three  views  of  the  subject  site:  perspective  from  Van 
Ness  Avenue  and  Market  Street  looking  southeast,  perspective  from  Fox  Plaza  across  Market 
Street  looking  southwest,  and  from  Mission  and  Tenth  Streets,  looking  northwest.  In  the  city- 
wide  context,  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative  site  is  noteworthy  for 
its  proximity  to  the  established  Civic  Center  area,  a  multi-block  district  mosdy  north  of  Market 
Street.  The  Civic  Center  area  includes  several  structures  and  public  spaces  of  great  importance 
in  the  City  and  region's  public  life,  including  City  Hall,  the  Opera  House,  and  the  Main  Library. 
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A.  Looking  east  across  Van  Ness  down  Market.  The  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  is  in  the  right  of  center.  The 
proposed  federal  building  would  be  to  if  s  right. 
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Figure  3.9- la 


B.  Looking  towards  the  southwest  from  Fox  Plaza  across  Market  to  the  site.  The  Bank  of  America  Data  Center 
would  be  behind  the  proposed  federal  building. 
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C.  Looking  northwest  towards  the  site  from  the  southeast  comer  of  Seventh  and  Mission.  The  Bank  of  America  Data 
Center  is  the  large  building  on  the  left,  the  AAA  Building  is  behind  to  the  right 
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Figure  3.9- lc 


D.  Looking  south  along  Tenth  Street  across  Market  The  four  story  building  would  be  removed  for  the  project 
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Figure  3.9- Id 


3.9  Aesthetic/Visual  Resources 


The  Tenth  and  Market  site  encompasses  approximately  40  percent  of  the  block  bounded  by 
Market,  Mission,  Tenth,  and  Eleventh  Streets,  and  is  entirely  developed  with  structures  and 
paved  areas.  The  proposed  project  would  require  the  demolition  of  the  buildings  on  the  eastern 
half  of  the  block,  including  two  structures  along  the  Market  Street  frontage.  The  structure  at 
the  corner  of  Market  and  Tenth  streets  is  a  1960s-era,  four-story  box  with  a  zero-lot  line 
frontage.  Typical  of  office  structures  built  in  the  1960s,  it  is  finished  with  a  banded  black  and 
aqua-colored  glass  skin  framed  with  polished  aluminum  mullions.  Between  this  structure  and 
the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  is  a  three-story  circa  1940s  retail/office  structure  of  precast 
concrete.  Presently,  these  two  structures  are  dwarfed  in  scale  by  their  1970s  neighbor. 

Along  Tenth  Street  between  Jessie  and  the  1960s  office  building  on  Market  Street  are  three 
circa- 1930s  structures,  two  and  three  stories  tall.  These  structures  have  been  isolated  from  the 
three-story  structure  on  the  Market  Street  frontage  by  the  1960s  office/retail  building.  They  are 
also  dwarfed  by  the  Bank  of  America  Data  Center,  and  because  the  data  center  was  designed  as 
the  first  half  of  a  phased  project,  these  buildings  have  no  urban  design  relationship  to  the 
dominant  structure  in  the  block.  South  of  Jessie  Street  to  the  comer  of  Tenth  and  Mission 
Streets  is  the  site  of  a  1970s-era  gas  station,  with  characteristic  drive-up  bays  and  extensive 
paved  surface  areas.  The  development  is  fenced  off  and  is  not  occupied.  This  site  is  also 
landscaped  with  ficus-species  street  trees,  apparently  planted  at  the  time  of  the  development,  as 
they  appear  to  be  approximately  20  years  in  age. 

Surrounding  blocks  are  developed  with  structures  of  a  wide  variety  in  scale,  age,  and  design. 
The  area  north  of  Market  Street  across  from  the  subject  site  includes  three  separate  blocks  that 
are  part  of  a  street  grid  pattern  that  does  not  correspond  to  the  grid  south  of  Market.  This 
results  in  an  interesting  mix  of  building  orientations  and  corner  angles  in  structures  across 
Market  from  the  subject  site.  To  the  northwest  of  the  subject  site  and  fronting  on  Market  Street 
is  a  series  of  zero-lot  line  structures  ranging  in  year  of  development  from  1920s  to  1960s,  and 
in  height  from  three  to  five  stories.  Directly  north  of  the  site  is  the  intersection  of  Fell  and  Polk 
Streets,  which  intersect  Market  Street  at  45  degree  angles.  Northeasterly  at  Polk  and  Market 
Streets  is  Fox  Plaza,  a  quintessential  1960s  mixed-use  development  which  includes  a  20-story 
office  and  residential  tower  among  its  multiple  structures  arranged  in  an  open,  paved  plaza.  To 
the  east  across  Tenth  Street  is  the  venerable  1930s-era  San  Francisco  Merchandise  Mart 
building,  the  most  carefully-designed  of  the  pre-World  War  II  structures.  It  rises  to  15  floors, 
as  does  the  1960s  era  annex  building  immediately  south.  The  remaining  structures  facing  the 
subject  site  across  Tenth  and  Mission  Streets  are  1920s  and  1930s-era  mixed  commercial  and 
residential  structures. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  also  within  a  highly  urbanized  setting  with 
multistory  structures  and  extensive  paved  areas.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is 
within  a  block  bounded  by  Market,  Seventh,  Mission,  and  Eighth  Streets.  It  also  encompasses 
a  discontinuous  stub-out  public  street.     On  the  north  side  is  Stevenson  Street,  another 
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discontinuous  stub-out  street  that  serves  as  an  alley  access  to  the  rear  facades  of  the  row  of 
buildings  fronting  Market  Street. 

Seventh  Street,  a  collector  street  running  southerly  from  Market  Street  adjacent  to  the  eastern 
frontage  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site,  is  one  of  two  rights-of-way  of  high  visual 
prominence  relative  to  the  site.  Mission  Street  runs  along  the  southern  frontage  of  the  site. 
Mission  Street  is  a  major  arterial  serving  the  South  of  Market  area,  though  most  of  the  new 
development  along  the  Mission  Street  corridor  to  date  has  occurred  several  blocks  east  of  the 
subject  site.  To  the  west  of  the  subject  site  is  a  1960s-era  multifamily  residential  development, 
formerly  the  Town  House  Motel,  which  is  comprised  of  several  buildings  of  4  to  6  floors 
arranged  around  a  paved  plaza  and  surface  parking  areas.  The  Continental  Building  and  One 
Trinity  Center  are  the  most  imposing  structures  within  the  block  due  to  their  scale.  The 
buildings  to  the  east  fronting  Market  Street  and  to  the  south  fronting  Seventh  Street  date  from 
the  post- 1906  earthquake  reconstruction  period  (1906  through  1920)  and  form  a  unified  and 
coherent  urban  design  pattern. 

Figures  3.9-2a  through  3.9-2d  include  three  views  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site: 
a  perspective  from  the  southeast  corner  of  Mission  and  Eighth  Street,  looking  northeast;  a 
perspective  from  the  southeast  corner  of  Mission  and  Seventh  Streets,  looking  northwest  at  the 
primary  corner  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site;  and  a  perspective  from  the  southeast 
corner  of  Market  and  Seventh  Streets,  looking  south. 

The  subject  site  encompasses  approximately  50  percent  of  the  block  and  is  dominated  by  the 
now-vacant  fenced  lot  formerly  occupied  by  the  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal.  Two  structures  along 
Seventh,  the  Vayssie  Building/Hotel  and  the  Hotel  St.  Raphael,  also  occupy  the  site.  The 
proposed  project  would  involve  the  demolition  of  these  buildings,  described  below: 

•  36-52  Seventh  Street.  The  five-story  brick  Odeon  Hotel  exhibits  an  essentially 
Italian  Renaissance-style  facade  rendered  in  concrete  and  plaster.  It  was 
constructed  in  1914  for  A.  Vayssie,  and  designed  and  constructed  by  the  San 
Francisco  firm  of  Fabre  and  Bearwarld.  The  ground  floor  street-frontage  was 
extensively  altered  circa  1950,  when  the  building  was  converted  into  a  Greyhound 
Bus  terminal.  Rated  "C"  in  the  San  Francisco  Heritage  Survey. 

•  54-60  Seventh  Street.  The  four-story  brick  Hotel  St.  Raphael  was  constructed 
in  1907,  an  example  of  the  generic  neoclassical  mode  with  some  Italian 
Renaissance  Revival  influences  by  Charles  Paff  &  Co.,  architects.  Like  its 
neighbor  to  the  north,  the  ground  floor  street-frontage  was  extensively  altered 
circa  1950,  when  the  building  was  converted  into  a  Greyhound  Bus  terminal. 
Rated  "C"  in  the  San  Francisco  Heritage  Survey. 
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A.  Looking  northwest  from  Mission  across  the  site.  The  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  is  behind  the  billboard 
on  the  right. 
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C.  Looking  south  on  Seventh  Street.  The  buildings  slated  for  demolition  are  in  the  center  of  the  photograph. 
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Figure  3.9-2c 


D.  From  Mission  Street  looking  north  across  the  site  towards  Market  Street. 
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The  surrounding  development  is  distinctive  within  the  Market  Street  corridor  not  only  due  to  the 
Civic  Center  structures  and  public  place,  but  also  due  to  the  concentration,  generally  on  the 
south  side  of  Market  Street,  of  a  collection  of  buildings  all  dating  from  the  first  few  decades  of 
this  century.  Aside  from  the  buildings  located  within  the  block  containing  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  Alternative  site,  there  are  four  distinctive  structures  along  the  Seventh  Street  frontage 
facing  the  site.  At  the  southeastern  corner  of  Market  and  Seventh  (1095  Market  Street),  is  the 
Joseph  D.  Grant  Building,  an  8-story  masonry  structure.  It  is  flanked  by  the  old  U.S.  Post 
Office  (now  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  -  Ninth  Circuit)  which  is  currently  under  renovation. has 
recently  been  renovated.  This  Beaux-Arts  federal  structure  tends  to  tie  this  block  to  the  Civic 
Center  area  north  of  Market.  On  either  southern  corner  of  Seventh  and  Mission  is  a  pair  of 
hotels.  The  block  fronting  Mission  Street  south  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is 
a  generally  continuous  grouping  of  buildings  low  in  scale  and  consistent  in  design  detailing. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  purchase  of  an  existing  building  would  not  result  in  a  modification  of  San  Francisco's 
aesthetic  or  visual  resources. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  lease  of  an  existing  building  would  not  result  in  a  modification  of  San  Francisco's  aesthetic 
or  visual  resources. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  this  alternative,  federal  employees  would  continue  to  be  housed  in  owned  and  leased 
space.  No  new  federal  office  space  would  be  constructed.  There  would  be  no  change  visually. 
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An  historic  resources  evaluation  was  prepared  by  San  Buenaventura  Research  Associates  (SBRA) 
of  Santa  Paula,  California,  and  was  based  upon  field  investigations  conducted  by  the  consultants 
in  March  1994,  and  historical  background  research  conducted  in  March  and  April  1994. 


3.10.1  Regional  Setting 
Pre-1890 


The  land  occupied  by  the  modern  City  of  San  Francisco  was  originally  inhabited  by  the 
Costanoan  Indians.  With  the  colonization  of  California  by  the  Spanish,  a  presidio  (fort)  and 
mission  were  established  in  1776.  No  pueblo  or  town  existed  until  1839,  when  the  first  streets 
of  Yerba  Buena,  later  known  as  San  Francisco,  were  laid  out  near  the  bay,  and  settled  primarily 
by  American  merchants  interested  in  trade.  A  second  survey  was  conducted  in  1847,  extending 
the  streets  from  the  plaza,  and  renaming  the  settlement  San  Francisco.  The  1847  plat  also 
established  the  major  Market  Street  arterial,  dividing  the  smaller  blocks  to  the  north  from  larger 
blocks  to  the  south,  a  distinctive  development  pattern  that  remains  evident  today.  The  over- sized 
blocks  south  of  Market  Street  ultimately  proved  suitable  for  industrial  and  commercial 
development.  San  Francisco  was  perfectly  situated  to  benefit  from  the  California  Gold  Rush, 
which  began  in  1848  on  the  South  Fork  of  the  American  River,  near  the  present  town  of 
Coloma.  The  city  thrived  in  its  role  as  the  major  port  of  transit  for  gold-seekers,  and  the  city's 
population  climbed  rapidly,  reaching  56,000  persons  in  1860  (Bancroft,  1886,  Vol.V:  677;  Hart, 
1978:  373). 


1890  to  1906 


By  the  1890s,  San  Francisco  was  firmly  established  as  a  modern  city  and  as  the  economic  and 
cultural  hub  of  the  West.  The  three-to-five  story  Victorian-era  buildings  from  the  earlier  period 
of  development  were  in  the  process  of  being  replaced  by  ten-story  "skyscrapers."  These 
buildings  were  not  only  larger  in  size  than  their  predecessors,  but  also  of  mostly  steel  frame 
construction,  and  richly  detailed,  although  generally  not  as  elaborate  as  their  Victorian 
predecessors. 

The  1893  Columbian  Exposition  in  Chicago  represented  the  single  most  significant  urban  design 
statement  of  the  Nineteenth  Century  producing  the  grand  plazas,  axial  boulevards  and  Beaux 
Arts  public  buildings  known  collectively  as  the  "White  City."  This  visually  striking  alternative 
to  the  growing  clutter  of  urban  America  launched  the  City  Beautiful  movement  nationwide. 
Befitting  its  singular  role  in  the  West,  San  Francisco  set  out  to  achieve  the  civic  respectability 
implied  by  developing  a  City  Beautiful  plan  for  the  Civic  Center. 

The  present  day  Civic  Center  site  was  originally  a  portion  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Cemetery 
established  in  1847.  The  land  became  City  property  in  1860,  and  plans  for  constructing  a  City 
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Hall  were  advanced  in  1872.  However,  the  building  was  not  completed  until  1897,  chiefly  as 
a  result  of  the  City  government's  infamous  political  corruption.  In  1899,  a  plan  for  a  Civic 
Center  surrounding  the  City  Hall  site  and  incorporating  existing  buildings  was  proposed  by 
architect  Bernard  J.S.  Cahill,  but  met  with  objections.  In  1905,  a  new  design  for  a  grand  plan 
with  diagonal  streets  and  grand  plazas  was  advanced  by  the  foremost  proponent  of  the  City 
Beautiful  movement,  the  architect  and  planner  Daniel  Burnham.  Before  the  plan  could  be 
executed,  however,  an  earthquake  of  great  magnitude  struck  San  Francisco  on  April  18,  1906. 
The  earthquake  and  resulting  fire  left  the  City  Hall  and  a  great  majority  of  San  Francisco's 
buildings  in  ruins  (Corbett,  1976;  Corbett,  1979:  31,  52). 

The  unique  opportunity  to  implement  the  Burnham  Master  Plan  presented  by  the  earthquake  and 
fire  was  lost  however  when  the  urgency  to  rebuild  quickly  overwhelmed  planning  considerations. 
Rapid  new  construction  occurred  on  the  original  parcels,  without  Burnham's  recommended 
changes  to  the  underlying  street  pattern.  Within  three  remarkable  years,  the  City  was  essentially 
rebuilt,  and  in  1909  both  Burnham  and  Cahill  submitted  revised  plans.  Burnham's  plan  was 
defeated,  but  Cahill's  plan  of  using  the  old  City  Hall  site  and  adjacent  land  was  accepted  in 
1912.  The  Cahill  plan  minimized  changes  to  existing  street  patterns,  retaining  Market  Street  as 
the  major  commercial  arterial. 

1907  to  1930 

The  City's  commercial  district  was  rebuilt  almost  entirely  within  the  3-year  period  following  the 
devastating  earthquake  and  fire.  Most  of  the  Victorian  period  architecture,  with  its  woodframe 
and  low-  to  medium-rise  brick  buildings  and  many  of  the  early  post- Victorian-era  buildings  were 
gone,  replaced  by  the  new  architectural  styles  of  the  day,  characterized  primarily  by  the  latter 
stages  of  Beaux  Arts  classicism.  The  business,  financial  and  shopping  districts  in  place  prior 
to  the  earthquake  and  fire  remained  essentially  in  their  original  locations,  with  a  few  exceptions. 
A  new  theater  district  emerged  along  Market  Street  west  of  Fifth  Street,  and  an  area  of  private 
clubs  developed  west  of  Union  Square  (Corbett,  1979:  35-36). 

An  exhibition  was  planned  to  celebrate  the  City's  rebirth,  and  the  linking  of  west  and  east 
represented  by  the  opening  of  the  Panama  Canal.  The  Panama  Pacific  International  Exhibition 
of  1915  provided  renewed  impetus  to  growth,  particularly  related  to  tourism,  and  produced  the 
Exposition  Auditorium  (now  the  Bill  Graham  Civic  Auditorium),  the  first  building  in  the  Civic 
Center  completed  in  accordance  with  the  Cahill  plan. 

During  the  1920s,  the  skyline  of  the  City  began  to  reflect  the  architectural  notions  of  the  pre- 
modern  era.  Unlike  their  smaller  predecessors,  the  new  skyscrapers  featured  set  back  or  tapered 
towers.  Art  Deco  and  Zig  Zag  Moderne  design  elements  replaced  the  neo-classical  as  surface 
ornamentation. 
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1931  to  1946 

The  period  spanning  the  Great  Depression  and  World  War  II  represented  a  sustained  lull  in 
construction  activity  in  San  Francisco.  Instead,  many  buildings  were  altered  to  reflect  changing 
tastes  and  uses.  With  the  opening  of  both  the  Oakland  Bay  Bridge  and  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge 
in  1937,  the  City  had  to  contend  not  just  with  greater  numbers  of  people,  but  with  a  huge  influx 
of  automobiles  as  well.  As  a  result,  parking  garages  and  other  automobile-related  uses  began 
to  be  introduced  into  the  City  in  considerable  numbers. 

1946  to  Present 

The  Post-war  trend  towards  modernism  produced  an  almost  total,  conceptual  revision  to  the 
practice  of  architecture,  resulting  in  profound  impacts  on  the  cohesiveness  of  the  urban  fabric. 
The  later  phases  of  the  Streamline  Moderne  Style,  and  particularly  the  International  Style, 
represented  a  decided  break  with  the  conventional  approach  to  scale,  materials,  relationship  to 
context  and  urban  design.  Many  buildings  introduced  during  the  1950s  and  afterwards  retreated 
from  lot  lines,  interrupting  the  traditional  street  walls  with  plazas,  driveways  and  parking 
garages.  Many  fine  landmarks  were  lost  to  build  parking  garages  and  parking  lots. 
Redevelopment  projects  also  removed  large  groupings  of  buildings,  and  numerous  older 
buildings  were  altered  to  reflect  the  new  aesthetic. 

After  1963  buildings  grew  progressively  taller,  bringing  an  entirely  new  scale  to  the  City.  The 
33-story  Hartford  Building  was  built  in  1963,  followed  by  numerous  other  highrise  buildings. 
Height  limitation  initiatives  in  1971  and  1972  were  defeated,  but  the  Urban  Design  element  of 
the  Master  Plan  adopted  in  1972  addressed  the  issues  of  height  and  bulk,  as  well  as  issues  of 
scale,  proportion,  texture,  materials  and  building  form. 

Changing  stylistic  preferences  and  design  and  height  controls  have,  since  the  mid-seventies, 
made  the  construction  of  highrise  buildings  more  responsive  to  the  urban  context.  The 
architectural  trend  towards  Post  Modernism  brought  a  renewed  interest  in  historically  derived 
surface  treatments  and  traditional  streetscapes,  a  departure  from  the  stark  modern  images 
previously  juxtaposed  against  the  older,  neo-classically  styled  buildings. 

3.10.2     Site-Specific  Setting 

This  section  looks  at  the  historical  significance  of  properties  which  may  be  affected  by  the 
project.  Section  106  of  the  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  requires  federal  agencies  to  take 
into  account  the  effect  of  projects  on  resources  that  are  listed  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the 
National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).  Tables  3.10-1  and  3.10-2  indicate  which 
potentially  affected  properties  in  the  areas  of  the  proposed  projects  are  listed  on  the  NRHP.  The 
tables  also  indicate  where  potentially  affected  properties  have  been  designated  State  or  City 
Landmarks.  These  landmark  designations  are  based  on  historical  concerns  of  state  and  local 
importance  as  well  as  those  of  national  importance. 
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Table  3.10-1.  Buildings  Within  the  Tenth  and  Market  APE 


Property  Address* 

Historic  Name 

Year  Built 

A  rr  hitfu1!  1  A\ 

ftri  nurt  i  y  '\ > 
Engineer  (E) 
Builder  (B) 

NRHP 
Listing 

State/City' 
Landmark 

Downtown 
Rating 

SFH 
Rating* 

Integrity* 

1301-75  Market  St. 

Western  Furn 

Exch/Merchandise 

Mart 

1937/50(c) 

none 

I 

B 

good 

1390  Market  St. 

Fox  Plaza 

1967 

Victor  Gruen 
&  Assoc. (A) 

none 

a/a 

1400-28  Market  St. 

Grand  Central 
Hotel 

1907/39 

none 

D 

fair 

1401-29  Market  St. 
(16-18  10th) 

Symon  Bros  Bldg 

1926/60(c) 

none 

poor 

1431-35  Market  St. 

1924/50(c) 

TH  Lentzen 

(A) 

none 

poor 

1440-44  Market  St. 

McGovcrn  Bldg 

1913 

JH  Hjul  (B) 

none 

C 

good 

1446  Market  St. 

1916/55(c) 

none 

poor 

1455  Market  St. 

Bank  of  America 
Computer  Center 

1974(c) 

none 

n/a 

1454-95  Market  M. 

iyou(c) 

none 

n/a 

1365-85  Mission  St. 

1925 

none 

C 

good 

1390  Mission  St. 

1970(c) 

GW  Kelham 

(A) 

none 

n/a 

fin nlp/r  Jt/  \A a tt^m 

Co.  Mill 

1913 

none 

D 
O 



gooo 

1475  Mission  St. 

none 

16  10th  St. 

1955(c) 

none 

n/a 

18  10th  St. 

1940(c) 

none 

poor 

20-22  10th  St. 

1950 

WO  Peugh  (A) 

none 

n/a 

24-70  10th  St. 

E  Swift  Bldg 

1929/35 

none 

C 

good 

27  10th  St. 

1975(c) 

none 

n/a 

65  10th  St. 

none 

76  10th  St. 

1955(c) 

none 

n/a 

100  10th  St. 

1955(c) 

n/a 

'     Address  is  shown  on  APE  maps. 

"  SFH  =  San  Francisco  Heritage  rating.  (This  rating  was  superseded  by  the  Downtown  Plan.) 
°     Integrity,  as  analyzed  by  SBRA.  N/A  designates  buildings  of  recent  construction. 


No  properties  have  been  designated  as  a  State  or  City  Landmark. 
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Table  3.10-2.  Buildings  Within  the  Seventh  and  Mission  APE 


Property  Address* 

Historic  Name 

Year  Built 

Architect  (A) 
Engineer  (E) 
Builder  (B) 

vm  no 

NRHr 

atate/Crty* 
I  iflnihniric 

Downtown 

SFH 

Raring^ 

Integrity' 

1095-97  Market  St. 
(25-27  7th) 

Joseph  D.  Grant 
Bldg 

1905/06 

Newton  Tharp 
(A) 

NRHP 
Theatre 
Loft  Dist. 

I 

A 

good 

1111-13  Market  St. 

Wm.  B  Wagnon 

Plug 

1923 

none 

D 

poor 

1 1 1  j- 1 1  Mantel  at. 

wm.  d  wagnon 
Bldg 

1  y  Lj 

none 

/-* 
U 

tair 

l 1  £j  ividrkci  oi. 

□  all  /XT  mh  a  a  a\j 

Ov  11/  crnD«Jw*y 
Theatre 

1 QOS/07 

1  7UJ/U  / 

D  t*iA  Rrrjhf  f« 
fvciu  Druuicin 

(A) 

none 

D 
0 

demolished 

ill/  Mantel  M. 

Franchesca  Theatre 

ion 

1  7  1  / 

none 

K. 

good 

1 1  jj-jy  Mantel  m. 

Hotel 

none 

V 

poor 

1  1  4S  Market  5» 

v/iK  1 1  limy  *wcuicr 

1989 

Rjirlrpn  Arrio. 
iM^lkCSI)  rVl  I  1  j£ 

oni  &  Ross  (A) 

n/a 

1  ijj  rviaricei  ot. 

conuneniai  oiug 

1  QRS/V\ 
1  yoJyZ) 

none 

n/a 

1169  Market  St. 

Town  House  Motel 

1960 

none 

n/a 

1077  Mission  St. 

1920(c) 

none 

good 

1083-85  Misaion  St. 

1906 

Salfield  & 
Colberg  (A) 

none 

good 

1087-89  Misaion  St. 

L.  Lurie  Bldg 

1921 

O'Brien  Bros 
(A) 

none 

in 

good 

1119-21  Misaion  St. 

1907 

none 

c 

good 

1 125  Misaion  St. 

Hess  Garage 

1927 

JH  Hjul  (E) 

none 

B 

good 

1131  Mission  St. 

Confectioner's  Exch 

1923 

O'Brien  Bros 
(A) 

none 

C 

good 

1133-37  Misaion  St. 

Knights  of  the  Red 
Branch 

1909 

FT  Shea  &  J 

Lofquist  (A) 

none 

poor  - 

1139  Mission  St. 

coffee  roasting  plant 

1921 

Weeks  &  Day 

(A) 

none 

fair 

1145-9  Mission  St. 

1910 

JV  Campbell 

(B) 

none 

fair+ 

1151-53  Mission  St. 

Dr.  Chas  Bauer  Bldg 

1910 

A  Schroepter  & 
n  ouo-more 

(A) 

none 

C 

good 

1 135  Mission  St. 

McLaughlin  Bldg 

1914 

Wm  H  Cnm, 
Jr.  (A) 

none 

c 

good 

1161-oJ  Mission  St. 

Bucher  Co 

1  A 

1*24 

WA  Stephen 

(A) 

none 

c 

good 

1 167  Misaion  St. 

La  Verili  Bldg 

1917 

ITT  TT*     ■  m\ 

JH  Hjul  (B) 

none 

c 

poor 

1 171-79  Miasion  St. 

1955(c) 

none 

n/a 

1183-85  Mission  St. 

truck  sales 

1921 

TW  Lentzen 

none 

c 

fair+ 

6-26  7th  St. 
(1107  Market) 

Odd  Fellows  Hail 

1909 

GA  Dodge  (A) 

NRHP 
Dist. 

i 

A 

good 

30-34  7th  St. 

1907 

Wm  Curlett  & 
Son  (A) 

none 

C+  + 

good 

36-52  7th  St. 

Hotel  Odeon 

1914 

Fabre  &  Bear- 
wald  (A/B) 

none 

c 

fair 

54-60  7th  St. 

Hotel  St.  Raphael 

1907 

Charles  Paff  & 

Co  (A) 

none 

c 

fair 

95  7th  St. 

US  Court  of  Ap- 
peals, 9th  Circuit 
(old  Post  Office) 

1897-1905 

James  Knox 
Taylor  (A),  et 
al. 

NRHP 
Listed 

Federal 
property 
(unrated) 

A 

very  good 

100-20  7th  St. 

Mayre  Bldg/Hotel 
Gordon 

1911 

Cunningham  & 

Politco  (A) 

none 

C 

good 

101-09  7th  St. 

Grand  Southern 
Hotel 

1911 

AR  Denke&C 
McManua  (A) 

none 

C 

good 

Address  is  shown  on  APE  maps. 

SFH  =  San  Francisco  Heritage  rating.  (This  rating  was  superseded  by  the  Downtown  Plan.) 
Integrity,  as  analyzed  by  SBRA.  N/A  designates  buildings  of  recent  construction. 
No  properties  have  been  designated  aa  a  State  or  City  Landmark. 


Son  Francisco  Federal  Building 
l:\WW  OTMSaSISMtS.  10 


3.10-5 


Final  EISJEOt 


3.10  Historic  Resources 


In  addition  to  these  listings,  the  tables  set  forth  the  rating  of  each  potentially  affected  property 
made  under  Article  11  of  the  Planning  Code  (Downtown  Plan  Rating),  as  well  as  its  San 
Francisco  Heritage  Rating  (SFH  Rating).  The  Downtown  Plan  Ratings  rate  the  historical 
significance  of  properties  in  the  downtown  area  on  a  scale  of  "I"  (significant  buildings)  to  "V" 
(unrated).  The  SFH  Ratings  are  similar,  using  a  scale  of  HAM  (highest  importance)  to  "D" 
(minor  or  no  importance).  Although  the  Downtown  Plan  Ratings  have  incorporated  and 
effectively  superseded  the  SFH  Ratings  for  buildings  within  the  downtown  area,  both  ratings  are 
provided  in  this  section  for  informational  purposes.  SBRA's  own  evaluation  of  the  current 
historical  integrity  of  each  property  is  also  provided  in  the  tables. 

Area  of  Potential  Effect 

The  APE  as  defined  permitted  the  evaluation  of  the  potential  effects  of  the  proposed  undertaking 
on  historic  resources  and  the  "...area  or  areas  within  which  an  undertaking  may  cause  changes 
in  the  character  or  use  of  historic  properties"  (36  CFR  800.2  (c)).  This  APE  definition  takes 
into  account  the  already  dense,  congested  urban  character  of  the  project  area  and  vicinity. 
Visual  impacts  are  the  primary  type  of  effect  on  historic  properties  that  could  be  associated  with 
the  project.  Thus,  the  APE  is  defined  by  the  area  that  can  be  viewed  from  the  project  or  the 
historic  property  affected. 

The  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  Site  is  defined  as:  the 
project  site,  all  parcels  on  the  block,  and  parcels  abutting  common  streets  (see  Figure  3.10-1). 
The  APE  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Site  is  defined  as:  the  project  site,  all  parcels  on  the 
block,  parcels  abutting  common  streets,  and  parcels  abutting  Mission  Street,  from  Seventh  Street 
to  mid-block  between  Sixth  and  Seventh  Streets  (see  Figure  3.10-2). 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  characterized  by  a  grouping  of  buildings  constructed 
and/or  altered  from  the  mid-1920s  through  circa  1960.  A  two-story  building  at  1401-29  Market 
Street  was  constructed  circa  1926,  as  near  as  can  be  determined.  A  two-story  building 
immediately  to  the  south  (16  Tenth  Street)  was  constructed  circa  1955.  Two  additional  stories 
were  evidently  added  to  these  structures  circa  1960,  and  they  were  then  partially  unified  under 
an  International  Style  facade.  The  two-story  masonry  building  at  18  Tenth  Street  was 
constructed  circa  1940  and  subsequently  altered;  a  two-story  building  at  20-22  Tenth  Street  was 
constructed  circa  1955;  and  a  pair  of  two-story,  utilitarian  Spanish  Colonial  Revival  style 
masonry  structures  were  constructed  during  1924  and  1935  at  24-30  and  55-70  Tenth  Street. 
The  four-story  masonry  building  at  1431-35  Market  Street  was  constructed  in  1924,  and 
apparently  remodeled  circa  1945.  The  southern  end  of  the  site  is  presently  vacant  or  paved  for 
parking,  with  the  exception  of  a  small  car  wash  located  at  76  Tenth  Street,  constructed  circa 
1955. 
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The  majority  of  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  were 
constructed  during  the  post-earthquake  and  fire  rebuilding  period,  1907-1930.  Examples  include 
the  Grand  Central  Hotel  at  1400-28  Market  (1907);  the  Gantner  &  Mattern  Company  Mill  at 
1449-53  Mission  Street  (a  five-story  building  constructed  in  1913,  it  is  a  large  example  of 
industrial  buildings  constructed  in  this  portion  of  Market  Street)  and  the  majority  of  buildings 
on  the  south  side  of  Mission  Street  between  Ninth  and  Tenth  Streets.  These  buildings  reflect 
the  emerging  industrial  character  of  the  northern  edge  of  the  South  of  Market  area  during  this 
era.  The  Western  Furniture  Exchange/Furniture  Mart  (1301-75  Market  Street,  1937)  is  the  only 
building  located  near  this  site  which  reflects  the  1931-1945  period  of  development.  The  Western 
Furniture  Mart  is  a  substantial  moderne-style  building  occupying  the  entire  frontage  between 
Ninth  and  Tenth  Streets. 

An  example  of  the  modern  era  of  construction  (1946-present)  near  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  site  is  the  Fox  Plaza  (1967)  at  1390  Market  Street. 

Table  3.10-1  lists  all  buildings  within  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  as  shown  on  Figure  3.10-1. 
It  includes  information  regarding  the  buildings'  status  for  various  ratings  categories. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Site  is  characterized  primarily  by  vacant  land,  parking  lots  and  two 
vacated  buildings.  The  five-story  brick  building  located  at  36-52  Seventh  Street  exhibits  an 
essentially  Italian  Renaissance-style  facade  rendered  in  concrete  and  plaster.  It  was  constructed 
in  1914  as  the  Hotel  Odeon  for  A.  Vayssie,  and  designed  and  constructed  by  the  San  Francisco 
firm  of  Fabre  and  Bearwald.  The  ground  floor  street-frontage  was  extensively  altered  circa 
1950,  when  the  building  was  converted  into  a  Greyhound  Bus  terminal.  The  four-story  brick 
building  at  54-60  Seventh  Street  was  constructed  as  the  Hotel  St.  Raphael  in  1907,  an  example 
of  the  generic  neoclassical  mode  with  some  Italian  Renaissance  Revival  influences  by  Charles 
Paff  &  Co.,  architects.  Like  its  neighbor  to  the  north,  the  ground  floor  street-frontage  was 
extensively  altered  circa  1950,  when  the  building  was  converted  into  a  Greyhound  Bus  terminal. 

At  the  first  floor  level  of  the  two  former  hotels,  a  veneer  of  glazed  tile  panels  (which  has  been 
painted  over)  unifies  the  buildings,  giving  them  the  street  level  appearance  of  being  one 
structure.  This  was  apparently  done  to  accommodate  the  bus  terminal  usage.  Currently,  a 
demolition  permit  is  posted  at  the  main  entrance  of  the  joined  buildings.  The  permit  was  issued 
by  the  City  on  July  18,  1995,  and  would  have  required  work  to  commence  by  January  6,  1996. 
An  extension  was  granted,  however,  extending  the  required  commencement  date  to  April  10, 
1996. 

Construction  of  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals,  Ninth  Circuit  (Old  Post  Office)  building  at  95 
Seventh  Street  across  from  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site,  was  begun  in  1897,  and  completed  in 
1905.  This  building  is  listed  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  and  has  been  evaluated 
by  the  NPS  for  National  Landmark  Status.   Preparation  of  the  final,  City  Beautiful-inspired 
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Beaux  Arts  style  plans  for  the  building  were  supervised  by  architect  James  Knox  Taylor.  The 
building  is  undergoing  extensive  restoration  and  seismic  upgrading  (base  isolation).  When  this 
work  is  complctcdhas  recently  been  renovated  and  seismically  upgraded,  and  it  is  expected  that 
the  building  will  be  reevaluated  for  landmark  status. 

The  Market  Street  Theatre  and  Loft  District  is  a  thematically  linked  grouping  of  buildings 
located  on  the  north  and  south  sides  of  Market  Street.  These  buildings  are  fine,  representative 
examples  of  the  period  of  commercial  development  occurring  from  1905  through  the  mid- 1920s. 
The  district  was  listed  on  the  NRHP  in  1986,  and  appears  to  remain  eligible  (No  significant 
changes  have  occurred  in  the  District  since  it  was  listed).  Two  buildings  within  the  APE  are 
listed  as  contributors  to  the  district.  The  Grant  Building  (1095  Market  Street),  a  Category  I 
significant  building  within  the  Downtown  Plan,  designed  in  the  Renaissance  style  by  Newton 
Tharp,  is  an  eight-story  building  constructed  in  1905  and  repaired  in  1906.  Despite  some 
alterations  to  the  ground  floor  and  removal  of  the  cornice,  it  serves  as  an  important  anchor  for 
the  district.  The  five-story  Oddfellows  Hall  (6-26  Seventh  Street),  a  Category  I  significant 
building  within  the  Downtown  Plan,  was  constructed  in  1909  from  a  Renaissance  design 
produced  by  architect  GA  Dodge.  Together  with  the  Grant  Building,  it  serves  an  important 
visual  anchor  for  the  western  edge  of  the  district. 

Two  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  Site  remained  from  the  pre- 
earthquake  period:  the  Grant  Building,  described  above,  and  the  Bell  (Embassy)  Theatre 
(demolished  in  1995)  at  1 125  Market  Street  which  was  built  in  1905  as  a  vaudeville  theater,  and 
rebuilt  in  1907  with  some  modifications.  A  number  of  buildings  constructed  in  1907-1931 
period  are  located  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site.  The  Franchesca  Theatre  at 
1127  Market  was  built  in  1917,  and  all  but  one  of  the  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Mission 
Street  between  Seventh  and  8th  Streets  were  built  during  this  time  period.  The  L.  Lurie 
Building  (1087-89  Mission  Street)  dates  from  1921  and  was  designed  by  the  O'Brien  brothers. 
It  is  a  Category  III  contributory  building  within  the  Downtown  Plan  and  is  located  within  the 
APE.  Their  uses  reflect  general  business,  industrial  and  auto-related  themes.  The  quantity  of 
small  hotels  constructed  south  of  Market  Street  reflected  the  rapid  return  of  commerce  and 
tourism  after  the  earthquake  and  fire,  and  an  anticipation  of  the  1915  Pan  Pacific  International 
Exposition.  Examples  include  the  Grand  Southern  Hotel  at  101-09  Seventh  Street,  and  the 
Mayre  Building  (Hotel  Gordon)  at  100-120  Seventh  Street,  both  built  in  1911.  An  example  of 
Post  Modernism  can  be  found  at  One  Trinity  Center  (approximately  1145  Market  Street). 

Table  3.10-2  lists  all  buildings  within  the  APE  as  shown  on  Figure  3.10-2.  It  includes 
information  regarding  the  buildings'  status  for  various  ratings  categories. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

A  Purchase  Alternative  site  has  not  been  specifically  identified,  and,  therefore,  cannot  be 
characterized.  A  determination  of  the  historic  character  of  a  Purchase  Alternative  site  would 
be  required  if  (1)  the  building  is  50  years  old  or  older,  or  is  of  otherwise  exceptional  historic 
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or  architectural  quality,  and  (2)  the  nature  of  the  proposed  alterations  to  the  building  or  site 
would  result  in  changes  to  its  integrity.  Alteration  of  National  Register  (or  eligible)  properties 
would  require  consultation  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

A  Lease  Alternative  site  has  not  been  specifically  identified,  and,  therefore,  cannot  be 
characterized.  A  determination  of  the  historic  character  of  a  Lease  Alternative  site  would  be 
required  if  (1)  the  building  is  50  years  old  or  older,  or  is  of  otherwise  exceptional  historic  or 
architectural  quality,  and  (2)  the  nature  of  the  proposed  alterations  to  the  building  or  site  would 
result  in  changes  to  its  integrity.  Alteration  of  National  Register  (or  eligible)  properties  would 
require  consultation  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966. 

£.  No  Action 

The  No  Action  Alternative  does  not  involve  the  modification  of  a  site,  and,  therefore,  requires 
no  characterization.  The  federal  government  would  continue  to  occupy  federally  owned  and 
leased  buildings.  If  such  buildings  required  alteration,  the  proposed  alterations  would  require 
consultation  under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966. 
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3.11.1  Electricity 
Regional  Setting 

Electrical  service  in  San  Francisco  is  supplied  by  the  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Company  (PG&E). 
Electric  service  will  be  provided  in  accordance  with  the  rates  and  rules  that  are  filed  with  and 
approved  by  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  at  the  time  the  services  are 
rendered  (Crane,  written  communication,  March  21,  1994).  PG&E  has  an  extensive  distribution 
system  throughout  the  City  that  can  be  readily  extended  to  serve  new  development. 

Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

PG&E  currently  has  an  underground  network  electric  distribution  system  in  the  service  areas 
surrounding  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

PG&E  currently  has  an  underground  network  electric  distribution  system  in  the  service  area 
surrounding  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  be  supplied  with  electricity  from  PG&E  infrastructure  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  site. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  Lease  Alternative  site  has  not  been  identified.  However,  it  is  assumed  that  any  lease  option 
would  be  adequately  served  by  PG&E  infrastructure  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Existing  federally-owned  and  leased  space  is  adequately  served  by  PG&E.  Therefore,  the  No 
Action  Alternative  would  not  affect  the  electrical  supply. 
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3.11.2  Natural  Gas 
Regional  Setting 

Gas  service  is  supplied  to  San  Francisco  by  PG&E.  PG&E  has  an  extensive  gas  distribution 
system  located  throughout  the  City  that  can  be  readily  extended  to  service  new  development. 

Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  serviced  by  high-pressure  gas  facilities  located  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  site.  Gas  service  would  be  provided  via  a  meter  usually  located  inside  the 
building  at  the  property  line  (Crane,  written  communication,  March  21,  1994). 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  provisions  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  also  apply  to  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  Alternative  site. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

A  Purchase  Alternative  site  has  not  been  identified.  However,  it  is  assumed  that  the  site  would 
be  located  in  the  CBD  and  would  be  served  by  PG&E  gas  lines. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

While  no  leasable  space  has  yet  been  identified,  it  is  assumed  that  this  alternative  would  be 
serviced  by  PG&E. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Existing  federally-owned  and  leased  office  buildings  are  adequately  serviced  by  PG&E. 

3.11.3  Solid  Waste 
Regional  Setting 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Solid  Waste  Management  Program  is  the  entity 
responsible  for  overseeing  all  waste  disposal  and  recycling  activities.  According  to  sources  at 
the  Solid  Waste  Management  Program,  approximately  600,000  tons  of  solid  waste  are  landfilled 
each  year  (Keller,  written  communication,  March  17,  1994).  On  the  whole,  commercial  and 
downtown  offices  are  major  contributors  of  paper  and  cardboard  to  the  waste  stream.  The  City 
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is  working  towards  increasing  the  amount  of  solid  waste  that  is  recycled  in  order  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  materials  hauled  to  landfills.  State  Assembly  Bill  939  (AB  939)  requires  all  cities  to 
develop  a  source  reduction  and  recycling  program  to  achieve  a  25  percent  reduction  of  solid 
waste  by  1995  and  a  50  percent  reduction  by  the  year  2000.  To  comply  with  the  AB  939 
requirements,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  has  a  residential  curbside  program.  Currently,  the 
program  has  a  participation  rate  of  approximately  75  percent. 

The  Golden  Gate  Disposal  Company  and  the  Sunset  Scavenger  Company  provide  solid  waste 
collection  services  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  Golden  Gate  services  mainly  the  downtown  and 
financial  districts  while  Sunset  Scavenger  is  responsible  for  the  rest  of  the  City.  A  few  small 
areas,  which  are  mostly  Federal  lands,  are  serviced  by  other  companies  (Keller,  written 
communication,  March  17,  1994). 

All  refuse  generated  in  San  Francisco  must  be  taken  to  the  Sanitary  Fill  Transfer  Station  located 
on  the  southern  edge  of  the  City  and  disposed  of  at  the  Altamont  Landfill  in  Alameda  County. 
Golden  Gate,  Sunset  Scavenger  and  Sanitary  Fill  are  all  subsidiaries  of  Norcal  Waste  System. 
The  City  is  currently  operating  under  a  contract  with  the  Altamont  Landfill  for  a  total  of  65 
million  tons  of  garbage.  It  is  estimated  that  this  contract  will  meet  disposal  needs  for  another 
16  to  18  years  or  until  the  year  2012  or  2014.  The  landfill  is  currently  classified  as  a  Class  III 
facility  which  accepts  only  municipal  solid  waste.  However,  the  owner  is  in  the  process  of 
changing  part  of  the  landfill  to  a  Class  II  facility  which  would  allow  some  kinds  of  hazardous 
waste,  such  as  sewage  sludge,  to  be  disposed  of  at  the  landfill  (Keller,  written  communication, 
March  17,  1994). 

Site-Specific  Setting 

The  alternative  sites  are  located  in  the  downtown  area,  and  would  be  serviced  by  the  Golden 
Gate  Disposal  Company. 

3.11.4     Water  Supply 

Regional  Setting 

The  San  Francisco  Water  Department  is  responsible  for  storing  and  distributing  water  in  the  city. 
The  primary  source  of  water  is  rainfall  stored  in  O'Shaughnessy  Dam  on  the  Tuolumne  River 
and  other  local  dams  (Pelayo,  written  communication,  March  29,  1994).  No  water  is  supplied 
from  wells.  The  Department  provides  potable  water  for  both  domestic  and  fire  protection  use. 
A  total  of  160  million  gallons  per  day  (MGD)  of  water  also  is  distributed  to  32  public  and 
private  water  companies  along  water  transmission  routes  (Pelayo,  written  communication,  March 
29,  1994).  Areas  receiving  water  through  these  means  include  Alameda,  San  Mateo  and  Santa 
Clara  Counties  (San  Francisco,  City  and  County  of,  August  23,  1990).  Presently  the  total  water 
usage  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  is  approximately  65  to  70  MGD.  The  San  Francisco  Water 
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Department  has  initiated  plans  to  establish  a  reclaimed  water  district  (Pelayo,  written 
communication,  March  29,  1994). 

San  Francisco's  water  supply  is  divided  into  low-  and  high-pressure  systems.  The  low-pressure 
water  system  supplies  water  for  residential  and  business  uses.  The  high-pressure  system  is 
primarily  used  for  firefighting.  Water  storage  capacity  in  San  Francisco  is  approximately  400 
MGD.  The  city  has  access  to  additional  water  stored  outside  of  San  Francisco,  which  indicates 
that  an  adequate  supply  can  be  provided  to  the  city. 

Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  bounded  by  water  supply  infrastructure  on  all  sides. 
Plans  provided  by  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  show  a  12-inch  main  located  in  Mission 
Street,  an  8-inch  main  located  in  Tenth  Street,  and  a  22-inch  main  along  Market  Street.  There 
is  also  an  8-inch  main  in  Eleventh  Street  and  a  4-inch  main  which  cuts  into  the  site  on  Jessie 
Street. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  served  on  all  sides  by  City  water  supply 
infrastructure.  A  12-inch  main  is  located  in  Mission  Street,  a  16-inch  main  runs  down  Seventh 
Street  and  an  8-inch  line  runs  down  Market  Street.  In  addition,  8-inch  mains  are  located  in 
Stevenson  and  Jessie  Streets. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

Because  the  precise  location  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  has  not  been  determined,  water  supply 
infrastructure  locations  cannot  be  identified.  It  is  assumed  that  the  site  would  be  adequately 
served  due  to  its  probable  location  in  or  near  the  CBD. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  Lease  Alternative  site  has  not  been  determined.  Because  space  would  be  leased  within  an 
existing  building  or  buildings,  it  is  assumed  that  the  water  supply  and  infrastructure  would  be 
adequate  to  meet  demands. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

The  existing  federally-owned  and  leased  spaces  are  adequately  served  by  City  water  infrastruc- 
ture. 
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3.11.5  Wastewater 
Regional  Setting 

San  Francisco  operates  a  combined  wastewater  collection  system  over  a  service  area  of  49  square 
miles.  This  includes  the  entire  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  with  the  exception  of  the 
Presidio  and  Treasure  Island.  Rainfall  runoff,  residential  and  industrial  sewage  are  collected  and 
treated  by  the  same  system.  Wastewater  collected  in  the  city  is  discharged  to  one  of  three  water 
pollution  control  plants  (WPCP).  The  eastern  portion  of  the  city  is  served  by  the  Bay  side  Core 
Plant,  the  Southeast  plant  serves  the  Mission  Bay  area  and  the  Richmond-Sunset  plant  serves  the 
west  side  of  the  city.  A  fourth  plant,  the  North  Point  plant,  functions  as  a  back-up  during 
periods  of  wet  weather  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  August  23,  1990) 

The  current  service  population  consists  of  700,000  permanent  and  900,000  week  day/daytime 
residents.  This  population  is  projected  to  remain  the  same  in  the  years  2010  and  2020 
(Anderson,  written  communication,  March  15,  1994).  On  average,  67  MGD  of  sewage  are 
generated  in  the  city,  with  low  flows  of  24  MG  (night  time)  and  peak  flows  during  wet  weather 
of  210  MGD  (Anderson,  written  communication,  March  15,  1993).  Currently  80  to  90  percent 
of  the  wastewater  collection  system's  capacity  is  being  used.  When  storms  occur,  the  system 
is  taxed  beyond  its  usual  dry  weather  flow  capacities.  Rainfall  greater  than  0.02  inches  per  hour 
will  cause  the  system  to  exceed  capacity.  During  periods  of  precipitation,  untreated  wastewater 
is  piped  into  storage  structures.  If  storage  capacity  is  exceeded,  untreated  sewage  is  discharged 
into  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  the  Pacific  Ocean  (San  Francisco,  August  23,  1990). 

Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  wastewater  treatment  plant  serving  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  the  South  East 
Water  Pollution  Control  Plant  (SEWPCP)  located  at  750  Phelps  Street  in  San  Francisco.  This 
plant  provides  secondary  treatment  using  the  oxygen  activated  sludge  technique.  Currently  80 
to  90  percent  of  the  plant's  current  capacity  is  being  used.  Following  secondary  treatment, 
effluent  is  discharged  through  diffusers  into  the  salt  water  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay. 

The  wastewater  collection  system  consists  of  a  gravity  line  to  the  Channel  Pump  Station,  and 
a  54-inch  pressure  line  to  the  SEWPCP.  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  served  by  a 
9-foot  6-inch  sewer  line  on  Tenth  Street.  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Department 
of  Public  Works  owns  the  line  serving  the  site. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  SEWPCP  also  serves  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site.  The  treatment  and 
wastewater  collection  facilities  described  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  above  also 
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apply  to  this  site.  Two  sewer  lines  (3-foot  6-inch  and  5-foot  9-inch)  located  on  Seventh  Street 
serve  the  site. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

Because  a  precise  location  for  the  Purchase  Alternative  has  not  been  identified,  the  wastewater 
infrastructure  serving  the  site  cannot  be  disturbed.  However,  it  is  assumed  that  the  Purchase 
Alternative  would  be  located  in  the  CBD,  and  adequate  wastewater  collection  infrastructure 
would  be  available  to  the  site. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  exact  location  of  a  lease  space  for  federal  office  use  has  not  been  identified.  However,  it 
is  assumed  that  the  Lease  Alternative  would  be  located  in  the  CBD  and  would  be  adequately 
served  by  wastewater  infrastructure. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Existing  federally-owned  and  leased  buildings  are  adequately  served  by  wastewater  collection 
infrastructure. 

3.11.6     Police  Protection 
Regional  Setting 

Police  protection  services  within  San  Francisco  are  furnished  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  Police  Department.  Currently,  there  are  1,750  officers  on  the  police  force  and  200 
reserve  officers  (Lang,  written  communication,  March  25,  1994). 

On  average,  there  are  2.8  police  employees  per  1,000  population  in  the  United  States.  This  ratio 
is  slightly  lower  at  2.4  per  1,000  for  the  Pacific  states  including  California,  Oregon  and 
Washington.  At  the  present  time,  San  Francisco's  ratio  of  police  officers  to  population  is  1 
officer  for  every  430  persons  (Lang,  written  communication,  March  25,  1994),  or  2.3  officers 
per  1,000  persons. 

The  Police  Department's  personnel  are  assigned  to  the  Office  of  the  Chief  and  four  bureaus. 
The  bureaus  include  Field  Operations,  Investigations,  Technical  Services,  and  Administration. 
Patrol  functions  are  carried  out  by  officers  in  the  Field  Operations  Bureau  out  of  nine  District 
stations.  All  of  the  alternative  sites  are  located  in  the  Southern  District. 

In  calendar  year  1993,  120,303  criminal  incidents  were  reported  in  San  Francisco.  Of  this  total, 
approximately  68,553  were  considered  Part  I  incidents.  Part  I  incidents  include  violent  crimes 
such  as  thefts,  homicides,  burglaries  and  assaults.  The  remaining  51,750  were  Part  II  incidents 
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which  include  narcotics,  vice  or  disorderly  conduct  (Lang,  written  communication,  March  25, 
1994). 

Priority  A  calls,  which  are  classified  as  life-threatening  situations,  severe  assaults  and  crimes 
in  progress,  have  an  average  response  time  of  approximately  6  minutes  for  the  Southern  District 
as  a  whole.  Priority  B  calls  include  urgent  situations  where  the  crime  has  already  taken  place. 
Priority  B  calls  have  an  average  response  time  of  15  minutes  for  the  entire  Southern  District. 
Average  response  time  is  measured  from  the  time  the  call  is  received  to  the  time  officers  arrive 
at  the  scene  (Lang,  written  communication,  March  25,  1994). 

In  addition  to  the  local  police  force,  the  Federal  Protective  Services  (FPS)  has  legal  jurisdiction 
over  federal  buildings  and  provides  law  enforcement  officers  (Phelps,  personal  communication, 
August  2,  1994).  These  officers  are  responsible  for  the  interior  of  the  building  and  the 
sidewalks  surrounding  the  structure.  Usually  the  FPS  has  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding  with 
the  local  police  (Title  41  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  101-20.3). 

There  are  three  types  of  FPS  jurisdictions: 

•  Exclusive  -  The  FPS  have  all  rights  as  far  as  police  protection. 

•  Concurrent  -  The  State  works  with  the  FPS  and  shares  jurisdiction.  In  this  way,  the 
State  does  not  entirely  relinquish  its  authority. 

•  Proprietorial  -  The  Federal  government  has  acquired  some  rights  as  to  how  the 
building  will  be  protected.  However,  the  State  still  has  primary  jurisdiction. 

The  most  common  jurisdiction  used  by  FPS  is  the  Concurrent. 

Federal  responsibilities  do  not  extend  to  emergency  response  situations  (such  as  disturbances  and 
assaults).  The  federal  government  depends  upon  the  local  police  force  for  emergency  responses. 
In  terms  of  emergency  response,  the  federal  building  is  no  different  than  a  typical  commercial 
property.  Federal  protective  officers  would  also  rely  upon  the  local  police  force  for  assistance 
in  controlling  demonstrations,  rallies,  and  similar  gatherings  that  may  occur  outside  the  Federal 
Building. 

Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  served  by  the  Southern  Station  (Company  B)  located 
at  the  Hall  of  Justice,  850  Bryant  Street.  This  station  is  located  1  mile  from  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative  site  and  has  "first  response."  Response  time  to  the  site  for  Priority  A  calls 
averages  6  minutes.  Average  response  time  for  Priority  B  calls  is  15  minutes.  Emergency 
access  to  the  site  is  considered  adequate  (Lang,  written  communication,  March  21,  1994). 
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Various  crimes  have  occurred  at  the  site.  However,  there  is  no  predominant  type  of  crime  or 
pattern  (Lang,  written  communication,  March  21,  1994). 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  Southern  Station  at  850  Bryant  has  a  "first  response"  to  the  project  site.  Located  three- 
quarters  of  a  mile  from  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site,  the  Southern  Station  has  an  average 
response  time  of  6  minutes  for  Priority  A  calls  and  15  minutes  for  priority  B  calls.  Various 
crimes  have  occurred  at  the  site.  No  particular  type  of  crime  or  pattern,  however,  is 
predominant.  Existing  emergency  access  to  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  is  considered  adequate 
(Lang,  written  communication,  March  21,  1994). 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

A  building  for  purchase  has  not  been  identified.  However,  the  building  would  most  likely  be 
located  in  the  CBD  relatively  close  to  a  police  station.  Response  times  are  assumed  to  be  similar 
to  those  mentioned  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

A  leasable  office  space  has  not  been  identified  to  house  federal  agencies.  The  space  would, 
however,  most  likely  be  leased  in  the  CBD  or  near  the  Civic  Center  where  police  stations  are 
nearby.  Response  times  are  assumed  to  be  similar  to  those  mentioned  under  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  mean  that  the  proposed  federal  building  would  not  be 
constructed.  Police  protection  would  continue  to  be  supplied  by  both  local  and  Federal  forces. 
Federal  Protective  Services  would  respond  to  incidents  involving  most  federally  owned  sites. 

3.11.7     Fire  Protection 

Regional  Setting 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  (SFFD)  service  area  encompasses  49  square  miles 
and  includes  the  San  Francisco  International  Airport  and  the  San  Francisco  Bay  (Slater,  written 
communication,  March  1,  1994).  SFFD  is  part  of  California's  Mutual  Aid  System  in  which 
agreements  are  established  to  receive  help  from,  or  contribute  assistance  to,  other  jurisdictions. 
SFFD  supplies  crews  for  the  State  Office  of  Emergency  Service-owned  engine  and  supplies 
crews  and  equipment  to  other  cities  in  need.  For  example,  in  1991-92,  the  SFFD  responded  to 
the  Oakland  Hills  Fire  by  sending  over  200  personnel  and  equipment. 
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The  city  is  broken  into  three  citywide  Administrative  Divisions.  These  divisions  include  the 
Northeast  Quadrant  (Division  1),  West  Quadrant  (Division  2)  and  Southeast  Quadrant  (Division 
3).  A  fourth  division  is  located  at  San  Francisco  International  Airport.  Each  district  (with  the 
exception  of  Division  4  which  is  comprised  of  three  firefighting  companies)  is  further  divided 
into  10  Battalion  Districts  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  February  12,  1993).  Each 
Battalion  District  has  stations  with  various  task  units  assigned  to  them.  Task  units  include 
engine  companies,  truck  companies,  rescue  squads  and  specialty  units.  There  are  a  total  of  41 
active  stations  in  the  City. 

The  Department  has  an  Insurance  Service  Office  rating  of  A-l  on  a  scale  from  1  to  10  with  1 
being  the  highest  and  10  the  lowest  (Slater,  written  communication,  March  3,  1994).  The 
Insurance  Services  Office  (ISO)  assigns  fire  insurance  protection  classifications  to  fire  districts. 
The  most  common  usage  of  the  ISO  rating  is  for  setting  fire  insurance  premiums.  The  principal 
components  of  each  rating  classification  are  water  supply,  communications,  and  the  staffing  and 
equipment  level  of  the  department.  ISO  ratings  are  intended  to  describe  a  district's  ability  to 
defend  against  major  fires  within  the  district.  Therefore,  a  rating  of  A-l  shows  that  the 
Department  has  a  history  of  excellent  service. 

During  fiscal  year  1991-92,  the  suppression  units  responded  to  59,232  incidents.  This 
represented  a  0.03  percent  increase  over  fiscal  year  1990-91.  There  were  26,944  responses 
made  to  medically  related  incidents.  The  number  of  false  alarms  was  up  by  175  from  the 
previous  year  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  1993). 

In  fiscal  year  1991-92,  355  personnel  were  scheduled  to  work  each  day  in  the  firefighting  force. 
Taking  absences  into  account,  the  daily  staff  for  the  firefighting  force  was  297.  At  the  present 
time,  the  Department  employs  1,514  line  firefighters.  In  addition,  the  Department  has  36 
reserve  firefighters  (Slater,  written  communication,  March  1,  1994). 

Response  time  for  emergency  calls  within  the  City  is  3  minutes  (Slater,  written  communication, 
March  1,  1994).  Response  time  refers  to  the  interval  between  the  time  of  the  alarm  and  the  time 
the  first  unit  arrives  at  the  scene  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  1990).  Several  variables 
influence  response  time  including  time  of  day,  traffic  conditions,  weather  and  other  factors  that 
may  affect  travel  to  the  scene.  Another  factor  which  may  bear  on  response  time  is  whether  the 
station  closest  to  the  scene  is  out  of  service.  Time  out-of-service  refers  to  the  situation  when 
a  unit  is  responding  to  an  incident  and  not  available  to  respond  to  other  incidents  which  may  be 
occurring  simultaneously. 

In  addition  to  fire  suppression,  San  Francisco  also  has  mechanisms  established  for  fire 
prevention.  A  major  entity  in  this  area  is  the  Bureau  of  Fire  Prevention.  During  fiscal  year 
1991-92,  the  Bureau  had  an  authorized  strength  of  eighteen  civilians,  and  twenty-one  uniformed 
inspectors.  The  Bureau  has  several  programs  geared  at  prevention  and  monitoring  which  include 
the  Fire  Inspection  Tracking  System  (FITS),  Annual  High  Rise  inspections,  the  Plan  Checking 
Unit  and  Fire  Department  Permitting  (City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  February  12,  1993). 
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Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  lies  within  Administrative  Division  2.  Station  No.  36  is 
located  3  blocks  from  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  at  109  Oak  Street.  The  station  is 
equipped  with  4  engine  companies  and  2  battalion  chiefs  and  has  Emergency  Medical  Services 
(EMS).  Response  time  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  would  be  approximately  2 
minutes  (Slater,  written  communication,  March  1,  1994). 

Station  No.  3  would  provide  second  response  to  the  site.  This  station  is  located  9  blocks  from 
the  site  at  1067  Post  Street.  Response  time  from  Station  No.  3  to  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  site  is  3  minutes.  The  station  is  equipped  with  4  engine  and  5  truck  companies 
(Slater,  written  communication,  March  1,  1994). 

Fire  flow  at  the  project  site  is  600  gallons  per  minute  at  80  pounds  per  square  inch  (Slater, 
written  communication,  March  1,  1994).  Water  is  supplied  via  a  low  pressure  hydrant. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

First  response  to  the  alternative  site  would  be  provided  by  Station  No.  1.  Located  at  416  Jessie 
Street,  Station  No.  1  is  just  one  block  from  the  alternative  site  and  has  a  response  time  of  2 
minutes.  The  Station  is  equipped  with  4  engine  and  5  truck  companies  and  has  EMS  available 
(Slater,  written  communication,  March  1,  1994). 

Second  response  to  the  alternative  site  would  come  from  Station  No.  8.  Located  5  blocks  from 
the  site  at  1676  Howard,  response  time  to  the  site  is  3  minutes.  The  station  is  equipped  with 
4  engine  and  5  truck  companies  and  2  battalion  chiefs.  The  site  falls  within  the  boundaries  of 
Division  3. 

Fire  flow  at  the  alternative  site  is  6,000  gallons  per  minute  at  225  pounds  per  square  inch.  Both 
low  and  high  pressure  hydrants  serve  the  site. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

A  building  available  for  purchase  has  not  been  identified.  However,  the  building  would  most 
likely  be  located  in  the  CBD  relatively  close  to  a  fire  station.  Response  times  would  be  similar 
to  those  described  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 
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D.  Lease  Alternative 

Leasable  office  space  to  house  federal  agencies  has  not  been  identified.  The  space  would  most 
likely  be  located  in  the  CBD  relatively  close  to  a  fire  station.  Response  times  would  be  similar 
to  those  described  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Adequate  fire  protection  services  are  currently  provided  to  existing  federally-owned  and  leased 
buildings. 


San  Francisco  Federal  Building 

I  \WJMWT,9J-IJ12licJ  II 


3.11-11 


Final  E1S/EIR 


[ 

IC 
[ 

L 


- 


- 


[ 
[ 


: 

[ 

L 

L 


3.12  TRANSPORTATION  AND  CIRCULATION 


This  section  describes  the  existing  transportation  network  in  the  vicinity  of  the  alternative  sites 
and  is  based  on  a  traffic  analysis  prepared  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  (April,  1994).  Additional 
materials  from  the  study  are  contained  in  Appendix  F. 

3.12.1  Setting 

Roadways 

Regional  Access 

The  regional  street  system  is  depicted  in  Figure  3.12-1.  The  regional  streets  and  freeways  are: 

U.S.  Highway  101  to  the  south  is  an  eight-lane  freeway  near  the  project  site.  Highway  101 
connects  Santa  Clara  and  San  Mateo  Counties  to  San  Francisco.  Highway  101  ramps  serving 
the  site  are  the  Mission  Street/South  Van  Ness  ramps  or  the  Ninth  and  Tenth  Streets  ramps  at 
Bryant  Street.  Highway  101  terminates  as  a  freeway  at  Golden  Gate  AvcnucFell  Street. 
Highway  101  continues  as  a  surface  facility  along  City  streets  including  Van  Ness  Avenue  to 
Lombard  Street  and  across  the  Golden  Gate  Bridge  to  Marin  County  and  points  north. 

1-280  is  a  six-lane  freeway  which  also  connects  San  Francisco  to  Santa  Clara  and  San  Mateo 
Counties.  1-280  terminates  at  Brannan  and  Sixth  Street.  The  1-280  freeway  does  not  serve  the 
site  very  directly;  the  most  convenient  ramps  are  at  Brannan  and  Sixth  Street. 

1-80  provides  access  to  the  San  Francisco-Oakland  Bay  Bridge  and  to  the  East  Bay  communities 
in  Alameda  and  Contra  Costa  Counties.  1-80  merges  with  Highway  101  about  2  miles  inland 
and  about  0.5  mile  from  the  project  site.  Ramps  to  and  from  1-80  that  serve  the  project  site  are 
at  Seventh  and  Eighth  Streets. 

Local  Access 

The  local  street  network  serving  the  project  site  is  depicted  in  Figure  3.12-2. 

Market  Street  is  a  four-lane  two-way  street  which  is  heavily  used  by  transit  vehicles.  There  is 
a  center  median  with  two-way  light  rail  tracks.  Market  Street  is  a  Transit  Preferential  Street  as 
defined  in  the  City's  Master  Plan.  There  is  no  on-street  parking.  The  curbs  are  signed  as  tow- 
away  zones,  but  there  are  intermittent  passenger  loading  and  delivery  zones  on  both  sides  of  the 
street.  There  are  no  curb  cuts  on  Market  Street  except  at  intersection  corners  for  handicapped 
access.  The  total  curb-to-curb  width  is  68  feet.  The  travel  lanes  vary  from  10  to  12  feet  where 
there  is  no  raised  island  transit  stop  to  8.5  to  10  feet  where  there  is  a  raised  island  transit  stop. 
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Tenth  Street  is  a  four-lane  one-way  street  in  the  southbound  direction.  The  total  curb-to-curb 
width  is  60  feet.  The  curbside  lanes  are  20  feet  including  the  parking  area,  and  the  inside  travel 
lanes  are  10  feet.  Jessie  Street  is  the  only  street  which  intersects  the  west  side  of  Tenth  Street 
between  Market  and  Mission  Streets.  Currently,  Jessie  Street  dead-ends  within  the  block,  and 
it  would  be  abandoned  to  accommodate  the  project.  Also  on  the  west  side  of  Tenth  Street,  there 
is  an  onsite  driveway  to  a  parking  lot  underneath  the  existing  building  between  Market  and  Jessie 
Streets,  and  there  are  two  driveways  to  a  private  surface  parking  lot  south  of  Jessie  Street. 

On  the  east  side  of  Tenth  Street,  there  are  five  driveways  and  two  side  streets,  Jessie  and 
Stevenson  Streets.  One  driveway  is  north  of  Stevenson  Street  and  provides  access  to  City  Park 
public  parking  underneath  an  existing  building;  one  driveway  is  north  of  Jessie  Street  and 
provides  access  to  private  parking  underneath  an  existing  building,  and  three  driveways  are 
between  Mission  and  Jessie  Streets  and  provide  access  to  the  Ampco  Public  Parking  lot.  Two 
of  these  three  driveways  are  routinely  chained  off  and  thus  are  not  in  use,  but  the  parking  lot 
still  functions. 

Tenth  Street  has  metered  (1  hour)  on-street  parking  on  both  sides  of  the  street.  On  the  west 
side,  there  are  12  metered  spaces  and  four  handicapped  spaces  and  one  passenger  loading  zone 
space.  On  the  east  side,  there  are  15  metered  spaces,  and  two  motorcycle  metered  spaces. 

Mission  Street  is  a  two-way  street.  There  are  two  travel  lanes  in  each  direction.  The  total  curb-to- 
curb  width  is  52  feet.  The  curbside  lanes  are  17  feet  including  the  parking  area,  and  the  inside 
travel  lanes  are  9  feet.  It  is  a  Transit  Preferential  Street  and  is  one  of  the  most  heavily  used 
transit  streets  in  the  city.  There  are  several  driveways  on  Mission  between  Tenth  and  Eleventh 
Streets.  On  the  north  side,  there  are  two  driveways,  and  on  the  south  side  there  are  seven 
driveways. 

There  is  1-hour  metered  parking  on  Mission  Street  between  Tenth  and  Eleventh  Streets.  On  the 
north  side,  there  are  11  metered  spaces,  with  No  Parking  restrictions  between  4  and  6  p.m.  On 
the  south  side,  there  are  six  metered  spaces,  and  two  loading  zone  spaces.  On  the  south  side 
of  Mission  Street,  No  Parking  restrictions  are  enforced  between  7  and  9  a.m.  and  4  to  6  p.m. 

During  the  p.m.  peak  hour,  the  right  lane  in  each  direction  is  designated  for  buses  and  right 
turns  only. 

Transit  Service 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Transit  Railway  (MUNI) 

Seven  MUNI  lines  operate  on  Market  Street  between  Tenth  and  Eleventh  Streets  fronting  the 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  (6,  7,  8r-9,  21,  26,  66,  and-71,  and  the  F-Market  historic 
streetcar).  The  71L  also  provides  limited  stops  in  the  a.m.  inbound  and  p.m.  outbound 
directions.  The  site  is  also  served  by  the  5  MUNI  Metro  lines  underneath  Market  Street  (J,  K, 
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L,  M  and  N)  from  either  the  Van  Ness  or  Civic  Center  station.  The  MUNI  Metro  shares  the 
Civic  Center  station  (and  three  other  subway  stations)  with  BART.  Three  local  MUNI  lines  on 
Mission  Street  serve  the  site  (14,  14L  and  26),  and  three  local  MUNI  lines  run  on  Van  Ness 
(42,  47,  49).  These  and  other  MUNI  lines  within  two  blocks  of  the  alternative  sites  are  depicted 
in  Figure  3.12-3. 

Owl  motor  coach  service  operates  on  the  surface  of  Market  Street  from  12:30  a.m.  to  5:30  a.m. 
The  F  line  recently  began  service  on  Market  Street  from  the  Transbay  Terminal  to  Castro  Street. 

There  is  a  curbside  and  a  raised  island  MUNI  stop  in  the  eastbound  direction  on  the  far  side  of 
the  intersection  of  Market  and  Tenth  Streets.  In  the  westbound  direction,  the  nearest  transit  stop 
is  on  Market  at  Eleventh  Streets,  at  the  far  side  of  the  intersection.  The  nearest  MUNI  Metro 
station  is  the  Van  Ness  station  at  Market  and  Van  Ness  Streets.  There  are  no  existing  bus  stops 
along  the  project  site  frontage. 

The  characteristics  of  the  MUNI  lines  by  corridor  that  serve  the  project  vicinity  during  the  PM 
peak  hour  are  presented  in  Table  3.12-1.  The  four  corridors,  northeast,  northwest,  southeast, 
and  southwest,  were  based  on  the  definitions  in  the  Mission  Bay  EIR.  This  table  presents  the 
average  peak  demand  in  the  PM  peak  hour,  the  maximum  load  location,  seated  capacity,  load 
factor,  maximum  policy  load  factor  (assuming  standees),  and  the  resulting  Level  of  Service 
(LOS)1  per  corridor.  (The  maximum  load  factor  is  the  total  capacity  divided  by  the  seated 
capacity).  Most  lines  are  operating  well  below  their  specified  capacity.  Several  lines  are 
operating  near  or  at  load  factors  of  1.0,  but  still  have  excess  capacity  for  standees.  The  lines 
that  are  operating  at  virtual  capacity  and  thus  have  the  least  available  capacity  to  accommodate 
new  passengers  are:  Line  71L,  Line  66,  and  Line  12. 

The  lines  serving  the  northwest,  northeast  and  southeast  corridors  are  under  capacity  with  a  load 
factor  under  1.0  compared  to  a  policy  load  factor  of  1.3  to  1.55.  The  southwest  corridor 
operates  at  an  average  load  factor  of  1.05  which  is  still  less  than  the  policy  load  factor  of  1.55. 

Regional  Transit  Service 

Regional  transit  service  is  depicted  in  Figure  3.12-4.  The  nearest  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 
(BART)  station  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site,  known  as  Civic  Center  station,  is  at 
Market  and  Eighth  Streets.  BART  provides  passenger  service  to  Alameda  and  Contra  Costa 
Counties  and  to  the  southern  areas  of  the  City  with  the  terminus  at  Daly  City.  Other  regional 
transit  operators  which  provide  regional  transit  service  nearby  are  AC  Transit,  Golden  Gate 
Transit,  SAMTRANS,  CalTrain,  and  ferry  service  from  the  Ferry  Terminal.  AC  Transit  serves 
the  East  Bay  cities  in  Alameda  County  from  the  Transbay  Terminal  at  Mission  and  Fremont 
Streets.  Golden  Gate  Transit  provides  service  to  Marin  and  Sonoma  Counties.  Eight  Golden 
Gate  Transit  lines  serve  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  primarily  on  Van  Ness,  McAllister  and 


Appendix  F  contains  a  discussion  of  Levels  of  Service. 
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Seventh  Streets.  The  nearest  Golden  Gate  Transit  stops  are  at  Market  and  Mission  at  Ninth 
Street.  SAMTRANS  provides  service  to  San  Mateo  County,  and  in  San  Francisco  primarily 
travels  on  Mission,  Ninth  and  Tenth  Streets.  Nine  SAMTRANS  lines  serve  the  project  vicinity. 

The  nearest  SAMTRANS  stops  are  located  at  Ninth/Mission  Streets  (for  inbound  traffic)  and 
Tenth/Howard  Streets  (for  outbound  traffic).  The  CalTrain  terminal,  which  serves  San  Mateo 
and  Santa  Clara  Counties,  is  located  at  4th  and  Townsend  Streets.  CalTrain  passengers  must 
transfer  to  MUNI  Line  42  to  access  the  project  vicinity. 

The  characteristics  of  the  regional  transit  operators  during  the  PM  peak  hour  in  the  outbound 
direction  are  described  below  and  summarized  in  Table  4.12-6  (refer  to  Section  4.12).  This 
table  presents  the  one-way  fare,  the  frequency  (per  line  for  bus  routes),  the  maximum  load  point, 
the  aggregate  capacity  and  existing  ridership  data  during  the  PM  peak  hour  and  the  resulting  load 
factor. 

BART  service  to  the  East  Bay  has  the  highest  load  factor  of  all  the  regional  carriers.  During 
the  PM  peak  hour  in  the  outbound  direction,  the  load  factor  is  1.25.  BART's  official  policy  for 
the  maximum  load  factor  is  1.15.  The  minimum  headways  through  the  Transbay  tube  are  2.5 
minutes.  When  the  Dublin  line  enters  service  (approximately  Fall,  1996)  the  average  headway 
service  will  be  reduced  from  3.3  to  2.72  minutes  in  the  peak  hour.  The  capacity  would  increase 
to  approximately  15,840. 

In  the  southbound  direction  (Daly  City  line),  BART  operates  under  capacity  with  a  load  factor 
of  1.03  compared  to  the  policy  of  a  1. 15  maximum  load  factor.  The  planned  extension  to  Colma 
is  under  construction,  but  will  not  add  additional  capacity  during  the  peak  hour  to  the  system. 
When  the  Dublin  and  Colma  extensions  are  in  service,  there  will  be  additional  but  unknown 
demand  increases. 
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Table  3.12-1.  Existing  Muni  Characteristics 
PM  Peak  Hour  -  Outbound 


Line 

Frequency 
PM  Hour 

Average 
Demand'" 

Capacity 
(seated) 

Load 
Factor 

Peak 
Load 
Location 

Capacity 
Load 
Factor 

Handi- 
capped 
Access 

LOS 

Line 

J 

6 

820 

680 

1.21 

Van  Ness 
Station 

1.85 

Yes 

N/A 

K 

12 

424 

340 

1.25 

1.80 

Yes 

N/A 

L 

6 

963 

680 

1.42 

1.80 

Yes 

N/A 

M 

12 

494 

340 

1.45 

1.80 

Yes 

N/A 

N 

6 

938 

680 

1.38 

1.80 

Yes 

N/A 

Corridor 

NE,*> 

1,052 

1,093 

0.96 

Varies 

1.30-  1.55 

No™ 

C 

NW 

2,307 

2,771 

0.83 

Varies 

1.30-  1.55 

No 

C 

sw 

1,698 

1,620 

1.05 

Varies 

1.55 

No'1' 

D 

SE 

144 

160 

0.90 

Valencia/ 
16th 

1.55 

Yes 

C 

*  =  Inbound 

(1)  =  Passengers  per  hour. 

(2)  -  Except  for  Line  42 

(3)  =  Except  for  Lines  8  and  7 1 L 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  October  1995. 


The  bus  and  ferry  operators  all  maintain  policies  of  a  maximum  load  factor  of  1.00.  AC  Transit 
currently  has  an  aggregate  PM  peak  hour  load  factor  of  0.61.  SAMTRANS  currently  has  an 
aggregate  PM  peak  hour  load  factor  of  0.60.  Golden  Gate  Transit  buses  have  an  aggregate  PM 
peak  hour  load  factor  of  0.70.  Golden  Gate  ferries  (Sausalito  and  Larkspur)  have  load  factors 
of  0.40  and  0.62  respectively.  Red  and  White  ferries  (Tiburon  and  Vallejo)  have  load  factors 
of  0.20  and  0.33,  respectively. 

CalTrain  currently  carries  2,623  passengers  during  the  PM  peak  hour  in  the  outbound  direction. 
There  are  six  southbound  trains  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  The  aggregate  load  factor  is  0.64. 
CalTrain  does  not  have  a  maximum  load  factor  policy,  but  every  passenger  has  a  seat  and  there 
is  ample  seating  available  for  additional  passengers. 

Pedestrian/Bicycle  Circulation 

The  sidewalk  width  on  Market  Street  is  26  feet  on  both  the  north  and  the  south  sides.  The 
sidewalk  width  on  Tenth  Street  is  10  feet  on  both  the  east  and  west  sides.  The  sidewalk  width 
on  Mission  Street  is  15  feet  on  the  north  side  and  15.5  feet  on  the  south  side. 
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Pedestrian  and  bicycle  counts  were  made  at  the  following  two  intersections  for  this  study,  due 
to  the  high  volumes  of  pedestrians  at  these  locations  and  their  proximity  to  the  project  entrance: 

•  Tenth  Street/Market  Street,  and 

•  Van  Ness  Avenue/Market  Street. 

Counts  were  made  of  the  pedestrian  and  bicycle  activity  in  the  crosswalks  at  each  intersection. 
Directional  counts  were  also  made  of  bicycle  activity  on  the  sidewalks,  and  turning  movement 
counts  were  made  of  the  bicycle  activity  using  the  street.  The  counts  were  made  during  the  PM 
peak  period.  The  PM  peak  15-minute  period  of  pedestrian  activity  at  both  intersections  occurs 
from  5:00  p.m.  to  5:15  p.m. 

A  detailed  pedestrian  analysis  was  conducted  at  two  intersections.  Pedestrian  levels  of  service 
were  calculated  using  the  Highway  Capacity  Manual  (HCM)  and  Urban  Space  for  Pedestrians. 
For  pedestrian  crosswalks,  pedestrian  flow  rates,  or  the  number  of  pedestrians  passing  a  point 
per  unit  of  time,  are  the  basis  for  the  level  of  service  designation.  The  flow  rate  is  calculated 
using  the  width  of  the  crosswalk  and  the  number  of  pedestrians  using  the  crosswalk  per  peak  15- 
minute  period.  Qualitatively,  the  level  of  service  indicates  "the  freedom  to  choose  desired 
speeds  and  to  bypass  others."  Table  F-l  in  Appendix  F  shows  the  qualities  associated  with  each 
level  of  service  designation. 

The  level  of  service  calculations  indicate  that  the  crosswalks  at  both  intersections  operate  at  an 
acceptable  level,  that  is,  free-flowing  with  little  restriction  in  the  choice  of  speeds.  Because  the 
width  of  the  crosswalks  at  these  intersections  ranges  from  26  to  35  feet,  they  are  able  to 
satisfactorily  accommodate  the  large  volumes  using  the  crosswalks.  These  pedestrian  operations 
are  summarized  in  Table  4.12-7  (refer  to  Section  4.12). 

At  Tenth  Street/Market  Street,  the  north  crosswalk  (crossing  Polk  Street)  and  the  south  cross 
walk  (crossing  Tenth  Street)  are  utilized  by  the  heaviest  pedestrian  volumes  (240  and  250 
pedestrians,  respectively,  during  the  peak  15  minutes,  and  700  and  850  pedestrians,  respectively, 
during  the  PM  peak  hour).  At  Van  Ness  Avenue/Market  Street,  the  north,  south  and  east 
crosswalks  operate  with  the  heaviest  volumes  (556,  451,  and  452  pedestrians  during  the  PM 
peak  hour,  respectively). 

Detailed  bicycle  counts  during  the  p.m.  peak  hour  were  conducted  at  two  intersections:  Van 
Ness  Avenue/Market  Street  and  Market  Street/Tenth  Street.  Bicyclists  were  counted  as  they 
made  turning  movements  through  the  intersections,  in  the  same  manner  that  vehicles  are 
counted.  In  addition,  the  bicyclists  that  were  riding  on  the  sidewalk  were  counted  separately. 
Since  sidewalk  bicyclists  are  particularly  susceptible  to  accidents,  it  was  felt  that  this  behavior 
was  worth  recording.  It  should  be  noted  that  at  both  locations,  only  a  few  of  the  observed 
bicyclists  were  bicycle  messengers. 
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At  Market  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue,  there  were  a  total  of  165  bicycles  per  hour  entering  the 
intersection.  The  heaviest  movement  was  the  westbound  through  movement  with  93  bicyclists. 
There  were  also  nine  left  turning  and  three  right  turning  bicyclists  at  the  westbound  approach. 

The  eastbound  through  movement  had  27  bicyclists,  the  northbound  approach  had  a  total  of  18 
bicyclists  (three  turning  left,  nine  proceeding  straight  and  six  turning  right)  and  the  southbound 
approach  had  nine  through,  six  right-turning,  and  no  left-turning  bicyclists.  In  addition,  there 
were  21  southbound  bicyclists  who  were  riding  on  the  easternmost  sidewalk  (wrong-way  riding) 
and  crossed  in  the  crosswalk,  15  westbound  bicyclists  who  were  riding  on  the  southern  sidewalk 
(wrong  way)  and  who  crossed  in  the  crosswalk,  and  six  westbound  bicyclists  who  were  riding 
on  the  northern  side  and  who  crossed  in  the  crosswalk.  Finally,  there  were  six  northbound 
bicyclists  on  Van  Ness  Avenue  who  were  riding  on  the  east  side  and  who  turned  right  onto 
Market  Street. 

At  Market  and  Tenth  Street  during  the  peak  hour,  there  were  84  westbound  through  bicyclists 
and  no  westbound  turning  bicyclists.  Quite  a  few  of  these  westbound  through  bicyclists  chose 
to  cross  the  street  through  the  crosswalk  rather  than  remain  in  the  travel  lane.  There  were  nine 
additional  westbound  bicyclists  and  15  eastbound  (wrong-way)  bicyclists  crossing  in  the  northern 
crosswalk.  Traveling  eastbound  on  Market  Street  there  were  12  through  and  9  right-turning 
bicyclists.  There  were  also  3  eastbound  and  12  westbound  (wrong-way)  bicyclists  traveling  in 
the  southern  crosswalk.  On  Tenth  Street,  there  were  12  southbound  bicyclists,  (six  through, 
three  right-turning  and  three  left-turning  bicyclists).  There  was  also  one  wrong-way  rider  in 
both  the  eastern  and  the  western  crosswalks. 

As  the  numbers  indicate,  there  are  considerable  numbers  of  bicycle  commuters  using  the  Market 
Street  corridor.  Most  ride  on  Market  Street  itself  alongside  motor  vehicle  traffic,  but  a  notable 
few  ride  on  the  sidewalks  both  with  and  against  traffic. 

The  nearest  public  garages  were  surveyed  as  to  their  bicycle  parking  policies.  Both  the  Fox 
Plaza  Garage  at  1390  Market  Street  and  the  San  Francisco  Mart  Garage  at  1375  Market  do  not 
have  bicycle  parking  for  public  use.  There  is  an  existing  bicycle  rack  for  up  to  six  bicycles  on 
Market  Street  just  west  of  Tenth  Street  in  front  of  the  existing  building  on  the  site. 

Off-Street  Parking 

For  off-street  vehicle  parking,  an  area  of  a  0.25-mile  radius,  or  about  two  blocks,  around  the 
project  site  was  examined.  The  existing  parking  data  is  summarized  in  Table  3.12-2.  On  the 
north  side  of  Market  Street,  there  are  -ftvefour  commercial  parking  facilities  located  within  two 
blocks  of  the  project  site.  The  occupancy  of  these  lots  ranges  from  100  to  50  percent  peak 
occupancy  for  a  typical  weekday.  The  Civic  Center  Garage,  located  between  Larkin, 
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Table  3.12-2.  Commercial  Parking  Facilities  Within  Tenth  and  Market  Vicinity 


Number  of  Spaces 

Occupancy 

Spaces  Available 

Address 

«9 

100% 

-0- 

100  Lark  in  Street 

800 

50% 

400 

Civic  Center  Garage 

60 

100% 

-0- 

100  Hayes  Street 

400 

64% 

145 

1390  Market  Street 

64 

78% 

14 

69  Polk  Street 

155 

96% 

6 

66  9th  Street 

20 

100% 

-0- 

1513  Mission  Street 

54 

65% 

19 

1525  Mission  Street 

44 

82% 

8 

1270  Mission  Street 

189 

82% 

34 

55  9th  Street 

42 

100% 

-0- 

1255  Mission  Street 

26 

96% 

1 

1263  Mission  Street 

110 

74% 

29 

750  Minna  Street 

48 

60% 

19 

146  8th  Street 

2,012 

675 

Total 

Source:  SFDCP,  Parking  Survey  Data,  1993. 


McAllister,  Grove  and  Polk  Streets,  is  the  largest  facility,  with  400  parking  spaces,  and  typically 
reaches  50  percent  peak  occupancy.2 

On  the  south  side  of  Market  Street,  there  are  nine  parking  facilities  with  spaces  available  to  the 
general  public  within  the  project  vicinity.  Peak  occupancy  for  these  lots  ranges  from  60  to  100 
percent  for  a  typical  weekday.3 

On-Street  Parking 

On-street  parking  in  a  two-block  radius  of  the  site  was  surveyed  in  September  1995.  The 
detailed  summary  is  contained  in  Appendix  F.  There  are  numerous  categories  of  onstreet 
parking  including  metered  parking  (30  minute,  1  hour,  2  hour,  30  minute  yellow,  10  hour 
motorcycle),  painted  curbs  (yellow  loading,  white  loading,  green  curb,  blue  handicapped)  and 
other  parking.  The  most  common  type  of  onstreet  parking  category  is  the  1  hour  meter.  There 
were  206  one-hour  meter  spaces  north  of  market  and  289  one-hour  meter  spaces  south  of  Market 
Street.  These  were  occupied  by  151  and  179  vehicles,  respectively.  On  an  aggregate  basis,  there 
appears  to  be  sufficient  onstreet  parking  for  all  categories  of  curbside  parking. 


2    "1991  Downtown  Parking  Survey,"  City  ot  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning. 
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3.12.2     Site-Specific  Setting 

The  description  of  local  and  regional  roadways  presented  in  Section  3.12.1  above  is  applicable 
to  the  proposed  alternatives.  Traffic  volume  and  level  of  service  information  as  well  as  parking 
data  for  each  alternative  is  described  below.  The  intersections  studied  in  this  analysis  were 
chosen  in  consultation  with  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  A  different,  but  overlapping  set  was 
analyzed  for  each  alternative  studied. 

As  discussed  in  more  detail  on  pages  4.12-22  to  4.12-25,  there  are  several  differences  in  the 
existing  Levels  of  Service  (LOS)  presented  within  this  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) 
and  the  City  of  San  Francisco's  Traffic  Study  for  the  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Plan 
Amendment.  In  particular,  the  LOS  presented  for  the  intersection  of  Sixth  and  Mission  Streets 
within  this  EIS  indicates  that  the  intersection  is  operating  at  an  existing  LOS  of  E.  The 
Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment  Traffic  Study  indicates  that  the  existing  LOS  at  this  intersection 
is  A. 

The  differences  in  the  existing  and  projected  LOSs  between  the  two  traffic  studies  is  attributed 
to  the  assumptions  used  in  the  preparation  of  these  studies.  This  EIS  has  assumed  that  the 
diamond  lanes,  which  are  designated  for  use  by  buses  and  right- turn  only,  were  not  available 
for  use  by  through  traffic.  The  City's  Market  Redevelopment  Plan,  however,  has  assumed  that 
violations  in  the  diamond  lanes  occur  on  a  regular  basis  and  that  through  traffic  does  in  fact 
utilize  the  diamond  lanes.  Another  difference  between  the  two  studies  is  the  assumed  existing 
saturation  of  the  intersection.  The  peak  hour  traffic  counts  (PM  hour)  conducted  for  this  project 
assumed  approximately  200  more  vehicles  utilizing  the  intersection  per  hour,  as  compared  to  the 
City's  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment  Traffic  Study.  This  variation  in  peak  hours  counts  may 
be  a  result  of  the  conditions  on  a  particular  day  and/or  the  year  in  which  the  counts  were 
conducted.  The  EIS  peak-hour  counts  were  conducted  in  1994,  while  the  Market  Redevelopment 
Plan  Traffic  Study  counts  were  conducted  in  1993. 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

Existing  volumes  at  nine  study  intersections  were  determined  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  who 
conducted  traffic  counts  during  January  1994.  Those  intersections  are  the  following: 

•  Market  Street/Van  Ness  Avenue 

•  Market  Street/9th  Street 

•  Market  Street/ 10th  Street 

•  Mission  Street/9th  Street 

•  Mission  Street/ 10th  Street 

•  Mission  Street/ 1 1th  Street 

•  Mission  Street/Van  Ness  Avenue 

•  Fell  Street/Van  Ness  Avenue 

•  Hayes  Street/Van  Ness  Avenue 
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Peak  period  traffic  counts  were  conducted  between  4  and  6  p.m.  at  all  nine  intersections.  The 
peak  hour  was  then  determined  for  each  individual  intersection  (Traffic  studies  in  San  Francisco 
typically  do  not  analyze  the  a.m.  peak  period,  per  the  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review: 
Transportation  Impacts,  Department  of  City  Planning,  July  1991). 

The  existing  peak  hour  counts  are  presented  in  Figure  F-l  in  Appendix  F.  The  existing 
geometry  of  the  intersection  is  depicted  in  Figure  F-2  in  Appendix  F.  The  level  of  service 
(LOS)  was  determined  using  the  methodology  described  in  Circular  212  of  the  Transportation 
Research  Board.  A  description  of  the  methodology  is  presented  in  Appendix  F.  This  method 
analyzes  the  conflicting  movements  at  the  intersection  and  determines  the  volume-to-capacity 
ratio  (V/C  ratio)  of  the  intersection.  The  V/C  ratio  is  related  to  the  level  of  service  by  a  scale 
with  a  range  from  LOS  A  to  F.  LOS  A  represents  free  flow  conditions  with  little  or  no  delay, 
and  LOS  F  represents  jammed  conditions.  A  more  detailed  description  of  the  various 
intersection  levels  of  service  is  presented  in  Figure  F-3  in  Appendix  F. 

The  results  of  the  intersection  capacity  analysis  at  the  nine  study  intersections  are  summarized 
in  Table  3.12-3  and  are  depicted  on  Figure  F-l  in  Appendix  F.  Detailed  analysis  of  the 
intersection  level  of  service  is  also  presented  in  Appendix  F. 


Table  3.12-3.  Existing  Intersection  Levels-of-Service  -  PM  Peak  Hour 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  Site 


Intersection 

Existing 

North-South  Street 

East- West  Street 

V/C 

LOS 

1 

Van  Ness  Ave. 

Hayes  St. 

0.84 

D 

2 

Van  Ness  Ave. 

Fell  St. 

0.68 

B 

3 

Van  Ness  Ave. 

Market  St. 

0.71** 

C 

4 

S.  Van  Ness  Ave. /12th  St. 

Mission  St. /Otis  St. 

0.84 

D 

5 

11th  St. 

Mission  St.* 

0.83 

D 

6 

10th  St. 

Mission  St.* 

0.88 

D 

7 

9lh  St. 

Mission  St.* 

0.86 

D 

14 

9th  St./Larkin  St. 

Market  St. /Hayes  St. 

0.77 

C 

15 

10th  St. /Polk  St. 

Market  St/Fell  St. 

0.64 

B 

*  Analysis  assumes  PM  peak  period  lane  configuration,  i.e.  curbside  lane  as  diamond  lane  for  buses  and  right-turns 
only.  The  diamond  lane  configuration  reduces  the  capacity  of  these  intersections.  Thus,  the  volume-to-capacity  (V/C) 
ratios  at  these  intersections  can  be  considered  worst  case,  as  not  all  vehicles  comply  with  the  diamond  lane  designa- 
tion. 


**    The  operation  of  the  intersection  is  adversely  impacted  by  the  conditions  at  Van  Ness/Hayes.  The  traffic  on  the 
third  northbound  through  lane  on  Van  Ness  cannot  freely  flow  north  of  Market  Street  due  to  the  long  queue  for  the 
northbound  left-turn  movement  at  Van  Ness/Hayes.  While  the  traffic  volumes  flowing  through  this  intersection 
correspond  to  levcl-of-scrvice  (LOS)  C,  the  actual  delay  experienced  by  the  vehicles  is  closer  to  LOS  D. 
Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associate,  April  1994. 
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Five  of  the  nine  intersections  are  operating  at  LOS  D  (increased  restrictions,  substantial  delays): 

•  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Hayes  Street 

•  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Mission  Street 

•  Mission  Street  and  Eleventh  Street 

•  Mission  Street  and  Tenth  Street 

•  Mission  Street  and  Ninth  Street 

Two  intersections,  Market  Street/Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Market  Street/Larkin  Street/Ninth  Street, 
are  operating  at  LOS  C  (good  conditions).  The  remaining  two  intersections  are  operating  at 
LOS  B  (very  good  conditions):  Van  Ness  Avenue/Fell  Street  and  Market  Street/Tenth 
Street/Fell  Street/Polk  Street. 

Three  of  the  intersections  that  are  operating  at  LOS  D  are  on  Mission  Street,  which  designates 
the  curbside  lane  for  right  turns  and  buses  only  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  The  capacity  analysis 
assumed,  therefore,  that  the  two  existing  lanes  in  each  direction  are  essentially  used  as  one 
through  lane  and  one  right-turn-only  lane.  This  restriction  substantially  reduces  the  capacity  of 
these  intersections  for  regular  traffic  (The  restriction  is  intended  to  improve  the  flow  for  transit 
vehicles,  which  indirectly  encourages  the  use  of  transit).  If  both  lanes  were  available  for 
through  traffic  during  the  PM  peak  hour,  the  intersection  operation  would  improve  to  LOS  B 
(V/C  ratio  =  0.63)  at  Mission  Street/Eleventh  Street,  LOS  C  (V/C  ratio  =  0.71)  at  Mission 
Street/Tenth  Street,  and  LOS  B  (V/C  ratio  =  0.64)  at  Mission  Street/Ninth  Street.  Since  the 
restriction  is  not  universally  obeyed,  some  through  traffic  does  use  the  curbside  lane.  Thus,  in 
reality,  the  effective  V/C  ratio  is  probably  somewhere  in  between  the  two  values  for  each 
intersection. 

The  volume  of  traffic  at  the  intersection  of  Market  and  Van  Ness  equates  to  a  LOS  C. 
However,  the  intersection  operation  at  Market  and  Van  Ness  is  affected  by  the  queue  for  the 
northbound  left  turn  at  Van  Ness  and  Hayes.  This  queue  reduces  the  effectiveness  of  the  third 
northbound  through  lane  north  of  Market  Street,  causing  increased  delay  at  Market  and  Van 
Ness  over  what  would  be  expected  for  a  LOS  C  operation.  The  back  up  caused  by  the 
northbound  left-turn  on  Van  Ness  at  Hayes  particularly  affects  the  northbound  movement  at 
Market  and  Van  Ness  such  that  its  defacto  LOS  is  approximately  LOS  D. 

The  existing  delay  at  Market/Van  Ness  can  be  improved  by  adjusting  the  signal  timing  at  Van 
Ness  and  Hayes  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  Currently,  the  level  of  service  for  the  latter 
intersection  as  a  whole  is  LOS  D.  To  evaluate  the  intersection  in  more  detail,  the  Highway 
Capacity  Manual  (HCM)  methodology  was  used,  which  accounts  for  the  signal  timing  allocated 
to  each  phase.  Using  this  methodology,  the  overall  intersection  operation  is  also  LOS  D,  but 
the  northbound  left-turn  movement  is  LOS  F,  with  a  delay  in  excess  of  300  seconds.  By  shifting 
5  seconds  from  the  southbound  through  phase  to  the  northbound  left-turn  phase,  the  LOS  for  the 
northbound  left-turn  lane  improves  dramatically  to  LOS  D  with  a  delay  of  only  30  seconds. 
This  improvement  would  increase  the  effective  capacity  of  the  intersection  of  Market  Street  and 
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Van  Ness  Avenue  as  well,  since  the  queue  for  the  northbound  left-turn  vehicles  at  Van  Ness 
Avenue  and  Hayes  Street  would  be  substantially  shorter.  The  LOS  for  the  southbound  through 
movement  would  be  slightly  affected;  its  LOS  would  change  from  LOS  B  to  LOS  C. 

There  are  currently  no  public  parking  areas  located  on  the  block  that  contains  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative  site.  Three  parking  areas  designated  for  use  by  employees  (249  parking 
spaces)  and  customers  (57  parking  spaces)  of  existing  businesses  on  the  site  are,  however, 
located  across  Tenth  Street.  The  existing  parking  lot  occupancies  are  depicted  in  Table  3.12-2, 
above. 

B.      Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Six  study  intersections  were  analyzed  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site.  These 
intersections  are: 

•  Market  Street/Eighth  Street 

•  Market  Street/Seventh  Street 

•  Market  Street/Sixth  Street 

•  Mission  Street/Eighth  Street 

•  Mission  Street/Seventh  Street 

•  Mission  Street/Sixth  Street 

Peak  hour  counts  from  4:30  -  5:30  p.m.  were  performed  or  obtained  for  these  intersections. 
The  PM  peak  counts  and  existing  lane  geometries  are  depicted  in  the  impact  analysis  on  Figures 
F-4  and  F-5  in  Appendix  F.  The  calculations  of  the  intersection  levels  of  service  are  contained 
in  Appendix  F. 

The  following  intersections  operated  at  LOS  E  which  is  considered  unacceptable: 

•  Mission  Street/Eighth  Street 

•  Mission  Street/  Sixth  Street 

The  Mission  Street/Seventh  Street  intersection  operated  at  LOS  B,  which  is  considered  very  good 
conditions. 

The  following  four  intersections  operated  at  LOS  A,  which  is  considered  free-flow  conditions: 

•  Market  Street/Eighth  Street 

•  Market  Street/Seventh  Street 

•  Market  Street/Sixth  Street 

•  Mission  Street/Seventh  Street 
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For  off-street  vehicle  parking,  an  area  of  a  0.25-mile  radius,  or  about  two  blocks,  around  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  was  examined.  This  parking  data  is  summarized  in  Table 
3.12-4.  There  are  considerably  more  parking  lots  near  the  Mission/Seventh  Street  site  than  near 
the  Market/Tenth  Street  site.  There  are  36  commercial  parking  facilities  available  to  the  public 
located  within  two  blocks  of  the  project  site.  Thirteen  of  these  lots  are  north  of  Market  Street 
and  the  remainder  are  south  of  Market  Street.  The  size  of  the  356  lots  range  from  20  spaces 
to  500  spaces.  Thirteen  lots  have  100  or  more  spaces  while  17  have  50  or  fewer  spaces. 

The  occupancy  of  these  lots  ranges  from  5  to  100  percent  peak  occupancy  for  a  typical  weekday. 
Many  lots  are  at  90  to  95  percent  occupancy  while  many  other  lots  are  35  percent  or  less 
occupied. 

The  garage  located  at  1268  Folsom  Street  is  the  largest  facility,  with  400  parking  spaces,  and 
typically  reaches  80  percent  peak  occupancy.4  Overall,  these  356  lots  have  1,012  vacant  parking 
spaces.5 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

Because  a  specific  location  for  the  Purchase  Alternative  has  not  been  identified,  specific  traffic 
conditions  for  this  alternative  cannot  be  quantified. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

Because  a  specific  location  for  the  Lease  Alternative  has  not  been  identified,  specific  traffic 
conditions  for  this  alternative  cannot  be  quantified. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Existing  federal  office  would  continue  to  be  used  and  none  of  the  other  alternatives  would  be 
implemented. 


"1991  Downtown  Parking  Survey,"  City  of  San  Francisco,  Department  of  City  Planning. 
5  Ibid. 
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Table  3.12-4.  Commercial  Parking  Spaces  Within  Vicinity  of  the 
Seventh/Mission  Alternative  Site 


Total  Number  of 

Number 

Percent 

Spaces 

Spaces 

Occupied 

Occupancy 

Available 

Address 

189 

155 

82% 

34 

55  9th  Street 

«9 

439 

ioo% 

0 

100  Larkin  St. 

500 

400 

80% 

100 

1268  Folsom  St. 

52 

39 

75% 

13 

1028  Howard  St. 

132 

86 

65% 

46 

469  Stevenson  St. 

26 

25 

96% 

1 

1263  Mission  St. 

20 

1 

5% 

19 

1014  Mission  St 

15 

4 

27% 

11 

130  Turk  St. 

37 

15 

41% 

22 

242  Turk  St. 

110 

81 

74% 

29 

750  Minna  St. 

77 

41 

53% 

36 

Ill  Jones  St. 

21 

20 

95% 

1 

201  Hyde  St. 

36 

35 

97% 

1 

1104  Mission  St. 

110 

67 

61% 

43 

365  Eddy  St. 

56 

50 

89% 

6 

155  Eddy  St. 

100 

74 

74% 

26 

19  Mason  St. 

44 

11 

25% 

33 

1183  Mission  St. 

40 

14 

35% 

26 

529  Minna  St. 

43 

41 

95% 

2 

539  Minna  St. 

50 

47 

94% 

3 

NA 

250 

191 

76% 

59 

528  Natoma  St. 

29 

22 

76% 

7 

54  Mint  St. 

30 

29 

97% 

1 

421  Turk  St. 

30 

9 

30% 

21 

132  Jones  St. 

115 

90 

78% 

25 

1066  Market  St. 

125 

72 

58% 

53 

330  Larkin  St. 

346 

290 

84% 

56 

670  Stevenson  St. 

225 

80 

36% 

145 

67  Turk  St. 

280 

180 

64% 

100 

252  5th  St. 

77 

30 

39% 

47 

216  5th  St. 

51 

45 

88% 

6 

1101  Howard  St. 

48 

29 

60% 

19 

146  8th  St. 

42 

42 

100% 

0 

1255  Mission  St. 

50 

45 

90% 

5 

65  Moss  St. 

44 

36 

82% 

8 

1270  Mission  St. 

58 

50 

86% 

8 

NA 

2  i 462 ,5 75 

1,012 

TOTAL 
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3.13  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES 


This  section  addresses  the  potential  for  hazardous  substances  in  the  vicinity  of  the  alternative 
sites,  within  a  radius  of  approximately  one  city  block. 

Hazardous  substances  have  been  defined  by  the  State  of  California  as: 

"...  a  substance  or  combination  of  substances  which,  because  of  its 
quantity,  concentration,  or  physical,  chemical,  or  infectious  characteristics , 
may  either:  1)  cause,  or  significantly  contribute  to,  an  increase  in  mortality 
or  increase  in  serious  irreversible,  or  incapacitating  reversible,  illness;  or 
2)  pose  a  substantial  present  or  potential  hazard  to  human  health  or 
environment  when  improperly  treated,  stored,  transported,  or  disposed  of 
or  otherwise  managed"  (Title  22,  California  Code  of  Regulations  [CCR], 
Section  66084). 

Once  a  hazardous  material  is  ready  to  be  discarded,  it  becomes  a  hazardous  waste.  In  addition, 
hazardous  wastes  occasionally  may  be  generated  by  actions  that  change  the  composition  of 
previously  nonhazardous  materials.  The  same  criteria  that  render  a  material  hazardous  (i.e, 
toxicity,  ignitability,  corrosivity,  reactivity)  also  make  a  waste  material  hazardous. 

However,  "hazardous  waste"  is  a  loosely  used  term  often  referring  to  any  contaminated 
substances.  Most  contamination  present  in  soil  and  ground  water,  especially  relating  to 
petroleum  hydrocarbon  contamination,  can  be  classified  as  nonhazardous.  Both  hazardous  and 
nonhazardous  (but  contaminated)  materials  pose  a  potential  health  threat  and,  therefore,  should 
be  treated  as  potential  impacts  to  future  development  or  uses  at  the  site.  For  the  purpose  of  this 
report,  "hazardous  substances"  refers  to  wastes  and  materials  that  could  be  classified  as 
hazardous  or  nonhazardous  (but  contaminated). 

3.13.1  Regional  Setting 

Conditions  related  to  hazardous  substances,  as  discussed  in  this  section,  are  site-specific  in 
nature  and  are  addressed  below. 

3.13.2  Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

Unless  otherwise  indicated,  the  following  information  is  based  on  a  report  prepared  by  Baseline 
Environmental  Consulting,  titled  Phase  I  Site  Assessment,  Tenth  and  Market  Streets,  Block  3507, 
Parcels  3-6,  9,  30,  37,  San  Francisco,  California,  dated  August  1993.  Refer  to  this  report  in 
Appendix  G  -  Phase  I  Site  Assessment  Report  for  more  specific  information  regarding  past  and 
present  site  uses  and  methods  of  data  generation. 

San  Francisco  Federal  Building  3  .  1  3  "  1  Final  EIS/EIR 


I  \WniWT\9VUl**«J  1J 


3.13  Hazardous  Substances 


Onsite  Land  Uses.  The  property  is  currently  occupied  by  six  commercial/retail  buildings,  two 
to  four  stories  in  height,  and  associated  parking  areas.  The  southeast  portion  of  the  property  is 
currently  vacant.  Historical  onsite  land  use  has  included  industrial,  commercial,  and  residential. 

Commercial  uses,  such  as  retail  sales  and  offices,  generally  increased  after  the  1930s.  Most 
recently,  the  vacant  area  in  the  southeast  portion  of  the  property  was  used  as  an  automobile 
fueling  facility  and  service  station  and  as  a  carwash  (see  Figure  3.13-1). 

Primary  potential  contaminants  of  concern  associated  with  previous  land  uses  onsite  include: 

Creosote-  Sometimes  associated  with  lumberyard  activities  (see  Figure  3.13-2  - 
Sanborn  Map  -  1899,  Figure  3.13-3  -  Sanborn  Map  -  1913,  and  Figure 
3.13-4  -  Sanborn  Map  -  1949) 


Petroleum 
Products  - 


Solvents  - 
Metals  - 


Auto  dealerships,  repair,  service  stations,  and  parking  facilities  (see 
Figures  3.13-1,  3.13-2,  3.13-4) 

Auto  painting,  auto  repair  (see  Figure  3.13-2  and  3.13-4) 

Auto  painting,  paint  pigments,  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs)  from 
transformers.  Additionally,  the  results  of  the  Phase  I  Environmental  Site 
Assessment  indicated  a  layer  of  artificial  fill  at  depths  of  12  to  15  feet. 
Similar  fill  material  historically  observed  in  the  site  vicinity  has  often  been 
found  to  contain  elevated  total  lead  concentrations  (see  Figures  3.13-1, 
3.13-2  and  3.13-4). 


Offsite  Land  Uses.  Offsite  land  uses,  within  one  city  block  of  the  property,  generally  included 
industrial,  commercial,  residential,  and  recreational  uses  until  the  1980s.  A  fire  station  was 
located  to  the  immediate  west  of  the  site.  Offsite  land  uses  in  the  1980s  were  dominated  by 
offices,  retail,  and  commercial  services.  Potential  contaminants  of  concern  associated  with 
previous  offsite  land  uses  include: 

Petroleum 

Products  -     Oil  storage,  auto  repair,  service  stations,  parking  facilities,  commercial 
manufacturing  (see  Figures  3.13-3  and  3.13-4) 

Solvents  -     Printing,  machine  shop,  paint,  auto  repair  (see  Figures  3.13-3  and  3. 13-4) 

Metals  -       Printing,  paint,  machine  shop,  iron  works,  aluminum  fabricator  (see 
Figure  3.13-3) 
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Figure  3.13-1 
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Polynuclear 

Aromatics  -  Wood  coal  and  oil  storage  (see  Figures  3.13-3  and  3.13-4) 
Other  -        Soda  and  ash  associated  with  fire  station 
Current  Onsite  Conditions.  Current  onsite  uses  of  potential  environmental  concern  include: 

•  Potential  hazardous  chemicals  associated  with  a  photo  processing  service. 

•  Paint,  wax  stripper,  and  chemicals  used  in  heating,  venting,  and  air  conditioning 
units  are  present  on  the  roof  of  buildings  onsite.  Fluorescent  light  ballasts  and 
electrical  transformers  onsite  may  contain  PCBs  (see  Figure  3.13-1). 

•  Seven  55-gallon  drums  are  stored  onsite.  One  drum  may  contain  solvents,  one 
drum  contains  unknown  substances,  and  five  drums  contain  materials  generated 
during  previous  subsurface  investigations  (see  Figure  3.13-1). 

Previous  Onsite  Conditions.  Bank  of  America  is  the  current  owner  of  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  site.  Soil  and  ground  water  investigations  associated  with  Bank  of  America's 
underground  tank  replacement  program  began  in  October  1990.  These  investigations  were 
completed  for  the  tanks  formerly  located  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  site  (see  Figure  3.13-5). 

Four  10,000-gallon  gasoline  underground  storage  tanks  (USTs)  and  associated  piping  and  pump 
islands  were  removed  in  1992.  As  part  of  the  tank  removal  activities,  soil  samples  were 
collected  from  the  tank  excavation  and  below  the  pump  islands.  Soil  samples  collected  in 
association  with  the  removal  of  the  USTs  and  associated  piping  and  pump  islands  contained 
gasoline  and  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs)  above  the  level  of  detection,  indicating  releases 
from  former  tank  operations.  Total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (TPH)  identified  as  gasoline,  and 
benzene,  toluene,  ethylbenzene,  and  total  xylenes  (BTEX)  were  detected  in  two  of  five  soil 
samples  collected  from  beneath  the  pump  islands.  Xylenes  were  detected  in  one  of  eight  soil 
samples  collected  from  the  UST  excavation  area  following  UST  removal  (see  Table  3.13-1). 
TPH  and  BTEX  were  not  detected  at  concentrations  in  excess  of  the  applied  action  concentra- 
tions for  soil. 

Three  ground  water  monitoring  wells  (MW-2,  MW-3,  and  MW-4)  were  constructed  onsite  in 
October  1990  (Figure  3.13-5)1.  Analytical  results  indicated  the  presence  of  VOCs  in  soil 
samples  collected  at  the  locations  of  MW-3  and  MW-4,  collected  from  depths  of  10  and  15  feet 
(see  Table  3.13-1).  Analytical  results  of  ground  water  samples  collected  from  the  three  onsite 
monitoring  wells,  between  October  1990  and  March  1993,  indicated  the  presence  of  VOCs, 
diesel  fuel,  and  an  unidentified  hydrocarbon  compound.  The  diesel  fuel  and  unidentified 
compound  were  only  detected  in  two  of  nine  sampling  events  in  hydrogeologically  downgradient 


Monitoring  wells  listed  are  onsite.  MW-1,  MW-6,  and  MW-7  are  located  offsite. 
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Table  3.13-1.  Analytical  Results  of  Previous  Onsite  Soil  and  Ground  Water 
Investigations  at  Tenth  and  Market  Streets 


Location 

Date 

Contaminant1 

Concentration1 

Depth  (feet) 

Monitoring 
Period 

mg/kg 

mg/L 

SOIL 

Tank  Pit  (3-S)2 

1/91 

Xylenes 

0.0083 

Base  of  tank  excavation 

Pump  Island  #1? 

1/91 

TPH-g 

Benzene 

Elhylbenzene 

Toluene 

Xylenes 

1.5 
0.020 
0.033 
0.097 
0.220 

Below  product  line 

Pump  Island  #17 

1/91 

TPH-g 
VOCs 

94 
ND 

Below  product  line 

MW-2' 

11/90 

TPH-g,  TPH-d,  Motor  Oil,  VOCs 

ND 

5,15 

MW-3 

10/90 

TPH-g,  TPH-d,  Motor  Oil,  Benzene 

Toluene 

Toluene 

Elhylbenzene 

Elhylbenzene 

Xylenes 

Xylenes 

ND 

0.001 
ND 

0.026 
ND 

0.026 
ND 

5,  10,  15 
10 
15 
10 
15 
10 
15 

MW-4 

10/90 

TPH-g,  TPH-d,  Motor  Oil,  Benzene 

Toluene 

Toluene 

Xylenes 

Xylenes 

ND 

0.0026 
ND 

0.0039 
ND 

5,  10,  15 
15 
5,  10 

15 
5,  10 

GROUNDWATER 

MW-2 

10/90 

3/92 
9/92 

Toluene 
Xylenes 
Diesel  Fuel 

Unknown  hydrocarbon 

0.0027 
0.0018 
0.59 
0.05 

10/90-3/93 

MW-3 

10/90 
9/92 

Toluene 

Unknown  hydrocarbon 

0.0015 
0.11 

10/90-3/93 

MW-4 

10/90 

Benzene 
Toluene 
Elhylbenzene 
Xylenes 

0.0010 
0.0029 
0.0010 
0.0038 

10/90-3/93 

Source:  Converse  Environmental  West,  1992a,  1992c,  1991. 


ND  =  Not  detected  above  laboratory  detection  limits. 

VOCs  =  Volatile  Organic  Compounds. 

TPH  =  Total  Petroleum  Hydrocarbons. 

TPH-d  =  Total  Petroleum  Hydrocarbons  as  diesel  fuel. 

TPH-g  =  Total  Petroleum  Hydrocarbons  as  gasoline. 

Refer  to  Figure  3.13-5  for  location  of  borings. 

1    Maximum  concentrations  shown  for  each  location.  All  samples  analyzed  for  motor  oil,  gasoline,  diesel, 

J    Eight  additional  tank  pit  samples  and  five  pump  island  samples,  analyzed  for  TPH-g  and  VOCs,  did  not  contain  compounds 

above  laboratory  detection  limits  of  1  mg/kg  (TPH-g)  and  0.0025  mg/kg  (VOCs). 
J    Monitoring  wells  listed  are  onsite.  MW-1 ,  MW-6,  and  MW-7  are  located  offsite. 
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wells  MW-2  and  MW-3.  VOCs  were  only  detected  in  the  initial  sampling  event,  in  all  three 
wells  (October  1990).  The  ground  water  sample  collected  at  MW-4  in  October  1990  indicated 
benzene  concentrations  in  excess  of  the  applied  action  concentration  for  ground  water  of  0.001 
milligrams/Liter  (mg/L). 

There  is  no  known  source  of  diesel  fuel  onsite.  Diesel  fuel  constituents  in  the  ground  water 
observed  in  hydrogeologically  downgradient  well  MW-2  may  have  an  offsite,  hydrogeologically 
upgradient  source,  or  it  may  be  from  an  unknown  onsite  source.  The  VOC-containing  soil 
samples  at  the  site  were  collected  from  depths  of  10  and  15  feet.  Ground  water  is  present  at  a 
depth  of  approximately  17  to  21  feet,  and  generally  flows  toward  the  south-southeast.  The 
VOCs  in  the  soil  may  be  related  to  VOCs  volatilizing  from  the  ground  water. 

A  review  of  regulatory  agency  records  revealed  that  one  file  exists  which  indicates  the  presence 
of  potentially  hazardous  materials  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  (Site  18;  see  Figure 
3.13-6).  This  location,  which  appears  on  the  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC) 
Cal-Sites  list,  references  a  former  occupant  of  the  1401  Market  Street  address  (Sherwin- 
Williams). 

The  Department  of  Health  Services  (DHS,  which  has  been  transformed  into  the  DTSC) 
determined  that  a  preliminary  endangerment  assessment  was  required,  and  the  site  was 
designated  low  priority.  DTSC  has  no  records  concerning  Site  18.  Current  status  of  the  site 
is  unknown  (see  Table  3.13-2). 

Previous  Offsite  Conditions.  A  review  of  regulatory  agency  records  indicated  that  six  sites  are 
present  within  one  city  block  of  the  subject  property,  in  a  hydrogeologically  upgradient  or  cross- 
gradient  directions,  which  may  potentially  contain  hazardous  materials  (see  Figure  3.13-6). 
Their  location  up-  or  cross-gradient  from  the  site  raises  the  possibility  that  these  sites  may  have 
released  materials  that  migrated  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site.  Further  testing  of  the 
site  would  be  necessary  to  confirm  this. 

Site  I,  the  adjacent  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  property,  located  to  the  west  of  the  subject 
property,  is  listed  with  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  Fuel  Leaks  list  and 
the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (SFDPH)  files.  The  files  indicated  that  nine 
USTs,  including  six  10,000  to  18,000  gallon  capacity  diesel  fuel  tanks  and  one  500  gallon 
capacity  waste  oil  tank  are  located  under  the  11th  Street  sidewalk  (see  Figure  3.13-1).  In 
addition,  two  10,000  gallon  capacity  gasoline  tanks  are  located  beneath  a  parking  lot  along  the 
east  perimeter  of  the  site.  The  latter  tanks  were  being  removed  at  the  same  time  of  a  site 
reconnaissance  performed  by  Fugro  West  personnel,  in  November  1993.  No  other  information 
was  reviewed  pertaining  to  these  tanks.  An  unauthorized  release  of  diesel  fuel  from  a  UST 
occurred  in  March  1989.  In  addition,  an  unauthorized  release  of  gasoline  and  motor  oil,  from 
an  unknown  source,  occurred  in  November  1990.  Current  status  of  these  releases  is  unknown. 
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Five  soil  borings  and  nine  ground  monitoring  wells  were  advanced  at  the  Bank  of  America  Data 
Center  site  between  November  1990  and  March  1992.  The  ground  water  flow  direction  (south- 
southeast)  indicates  that  these  soil  borings  and  wells  are  located  (hydrogeologically)  cross- 
gradient  from  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site.  Ground  water  samples  collected  from  the 
site  indicated  detectable  concentrations  of  BTEX  during  November  1990  and  March  1992 
sampling  events.  A  hydrocarbon  compound  similar  to  diesel  fuel,  but  not  confirmed  as  diesel 
fuel,  was  detected  in  one  of  the  monitoring  wells. 

The  source  of  the  fuel-related  contamination  identified  in  soil  and  ground  water  at  the  adjacent, 
hydrogeologically  cross-gradient  site  is  not  known.  A  buried  metal  object  was  identified  in  a 
previous  investigation  performed  in  1992  to  search  for  evidence  of  unknown  USTs  at  the  site 
(see  Figure  3.13-5).  The  metal  object,  approximately  four  feet  by  five  feet  in  dimension,  is 
located  in  the  offsite  portion  of  the  former  service  station. 

Site  1  was  on  file  with  the  RWQCB  and  the  SFDPH.  The  RWQCB  file  indicated  that  an 
unauthorized  release  from  an  underground  tank  was  reported  on  April  1987  during  a  tank  test. 
The  release  was  from  a  3,000-gallon  capacity  gasoline  tank  that  was  approximately  20  years  old. 
Information  concerning  additional  work  performed  on  Site  5  was  not  available  in  the  files 
reviewed.  In  October  1989,  4  inches  of  separate-phase  hydrocarbons  (gasoline)  was  observed 
on  the  ground  water  table  in  a  monitoring  well  installed  on  the  site  at  1390  Market  Street  to 
monitor  leakage  from  a  10,000-gallon  diesel  fuel  tank.  No  diesel  fuel  was  detected  in  the 
ground  water.  TPH  identified  as  gasoline  was  detected  at  concentrations  of  590,000  mg/L, 
benzene  at  32,000  mg/L,  toluene  at  22,000  mg/L,  xylenes  at  45,000  mg/L,  ethylene  dibromide 
(EDB)  at  0.022  mg/L,  and  total  lead  at  7.4  mg/L.  Diesel  was  detected  in  soil  at  16  feet  below 
ground  surface  at  490  mg/kg  (Table  3.13-2). 

The  SFDPH  file  contained  additional  information  on  this  site,  in  addition  to  the  data  contained 
in  the  RWQCB  files.  Diesel  fuel,  gasoline,  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs),  and  lead  were 
detected  in  soil  and  ground  water  on  Site  5  in  November  1986  (Table  3.13-2).  The  SFDPH 
granted  permission  in  January  1990  to  remove  three  gasoline  tanks  from  the  site.  Further 
information  concerning  the  extent  of  contamination  was  not  available  in  the  files  examined. 

Site  6  was  on  file  with  the  SFDPH.  This  file  indicated  that  an  unauthorized  release  occurred 
from  a  gasoline  UST  in  September  1987.  No  information  regarding  contamination  of  the  site 
was  available  for  review.  One  UST  was  replaced  at  Site  6  in  November  1990,  and  tested  tight 
1  year  later. 

SiiS  £  files  were  not  available  for  review  (N/A)2. 


Site  identified  as  potential  hazardous  substance  containing  site  by  the  Cal-Sites  list.  This  list  identifies  both 
known  and  potential  hazardous  substance  sites.  However,  files  pertaining  to  this  site  were  not  available  for 
review.  Low  priority  site  files  were  purged  by  DTSC. 
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Site  15  was  on  file  with  the  SFDPH.  Approval  to  remove  a  550-gallon  waste  oil  tank  was  given 
by  the  SFDPH  in  March  1989.  No  releases  from  underground  tanks  were  identified  in  this  file. 

Site  2Q  was  on  file  with  the  SFDPH.  Two  diesel  fuel  tanks,  2,000  and  1,700  gallons,  were 
installed  in  1972.  Monitoring  of  the  tanks  began  in  July  1988.  No  releases  from  underground 
tanks  were  identified  in  this  file. 

A  review  of  regulatory  records  also  indicated  that  numerous  hydrogeologically  downgradient 
sites,  which  may  contain  potentially  hazardous  materials,  are  located  within  one  city  block  of 
the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  (see  Figure  3.13-6  and  Table  3.13-2).  Only  one  site  is 
located  in  close  proximity  to  the  subject  site  (Site  12). 

Site  12  was  on  file  with  the  SFDPH.  Two  soil  borings  drilled  in  February  1991  revealed  the 
presence  of  gasoline  and  VOCs  in  soil,  and  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  and  VOCs  in  ground  water. 
No  additional  information  was  available  for  this  site. 

Known  releases  of  hazardous  materials  within  one  block  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
site  are  limited  to  those  involving  petroleum  hydrocarbons;  it  is  not  known  whether  ground  water 
under  the  site  has  been  affected  by  off-site,  up-gradient  sources  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons  and 
volatile  organic  compounds. 

B.        Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Unless  otherwise  indicated,  the  following  information  is  based  on  a  report  prepared  by  Baseline 
Environmental  Consulting,  titled  Phase  I  Site  Assessment  Seventh  Street/Mission  Street  Parcels, 
San  Francisco,  California,  dated  May  1995. 3  Please  refer  to  this  report  in  Appendix  C  for 
more  specific  information  regarding  past  and  present  site  uses  and  methods  of  data  generation. 

Onsite  Conditions.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  relatively  level,  with  a  very 
slight  slope  toward  the  southeast.  The  western  part  of  the  site  (Parcel  1)  was  dominated  by  three 
vacant  buildings  at  the  time  of  the  site  inspection  (April  1,  1995).  At  the  corner  of  Seventh  and 
Stevenson  Streets  was  a  vacant  five-story  concrete  building,  the  former  Hotel  Odeon  (see  Figure 
3.13-7).  The  windows  and  entrances  to  this  building  were  boarded  up.  Adjacent  to  the  vacant 
hotel  was  a  vacant  four-story  brick  building,  the  former  site  of  the  Greyhound  bus  depot  and 
offices.  Behind  the  depot  was  a  long  one-story  concrete  and  steel  bus  loading  shelter  (see  Figure 
3.13-7).  Entrances  and  windows  at  both  the  bus  depot  building  and  loading  shelter  were  boarded 
up. 


For  the  purposes  of  the  Phase  I  site  inspection  and  report,  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  divided 
into  two  parcels  designated  Parcel  1  and  Parcel  2.  Parcel  1  is  north  of  Jessie  Street.  Parcel  2  is  south  of  Jessie 
Street. 
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The  area  around  the  bus  loading  shelter  is  used  as  a  parking  lot.  This  area  is  secured  with  an 
8-foot  high  chain  link  fence,  with  a  gate  on  Stevenson  Street  near  the  southwestern  corner  of  the 
site  to  allow  vehicle  access.  The  surface  of  this  parking  lot  is  concrete  and  in  good  condition, 
with  a  few  cracks.  Numerous  oil  and  grease  stains  were  present  on  the  surface  of  the  concrete 
surface.  No  vent  or  fill  pipes  or  other  evidence  of  underground  storage  tanks  was  found  in  this 
portion  of  the  site,  suggesting  that  Greyhound  buses  were  fueled  and  serviced  at  a  different 
location. 

Jessie  Street,  a  30-foot  wide  asphalt  city  roadway,  is  the  boundary  between  Parcels  1  and  2. 
The  street  was  in  poor  condition,  with  numerous  large  cracks  and  potholes.  Oil,  grease,  and 
paint  stains  were  visible  on  the  asphalt  surface. 

The  eastern  portion  of  the  site  (Parcel  2)  consists  of  two  parking  lots  and  one  vacant  lot  (see 
Figure  3.13-7).  A  small  parking  lot,  measuring  approximately  165  by  80  feet,  was  located  at 
the  corner  of  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets.  The  surface  of  the  parking  lot  was  asphalt  and 
concrete.  The  parking  surface  was  in  poor  condition,  with  numerous  cracks  and  potholes.  Oil 
and  grease  stains  were  visible  on  the  concrete  and  asphalt  surfaces.  Drainage  at  this  lot  was 
poor;  several  large  puddles  of  standing  water  from  a  recent  rain  were  visible. 

A  vacant  lot,  measuring  approximately  130  by  165  feet,  was  located  south  of  the  small  parking 
lot  (see  Figure  3.13-7).  The  lot  was  secured  with  a  10-foot  chain  link  fence.  The  lot  was 
covered  with  tall  grasses  and  weeds.  Visible  exposed  soil  appeared  light  brown  and  sandy, 
similar  to  the  surface  soils  described  in  a  geotechnical  report  conducted  near  the  site  (Geomatrix, 
1992).  Large  pieces  of  concrete  and  brick  debris  were  visible  on  the  vacant  lot,  presumably 
from  a  former  building  on  the  lot.  Assorted  paper  and  plastic  litter  and  aluminum  cans  were 
visible  in  the  portion  of  the  lot  adjacent  to  Mission  Street. 

South  of  the  vacant  lot  was  a  second  parking  lot,  measuring  approximately  285  by  165  feet,  with 
vehicle  access  from  Mission  Street.  The  surface  of  the  lot  was  asphalt,  and  in  poor  condition, 
with  numerous  cracks  and  potholes.  Oil  and  grease  stains  were  visible  on  the  asphalt  surface. 
Drainage  at  this  lot  was  poor;  several  large  puddles  of  standing  water  from  a  recent  rain  were 
visible. 

Offsite  Conditions.  North  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site,  across  Seventh  Street, 
is  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  building.  The  building  is  closed  for  renovation.  Scaffolding  was 
present  in  front  of  the  building  along  Seventh  Street  and  construction  work  was  underway  at  the 
rear  of  the  building.  West  of  the  site,  along  Market  Street,  were  several  commercial  properties, 
including  the  Odd-Fellows  Building  (consisting  of  offices  and  shops),  the  former  site  of  an 
artificial  limb  manufacturer  (vacant),  a  vacant  lot  (formerly  the  Embassy  Theatre),  a  movie 
theatre,  a  hotel,  and  two  office  buildings  (see  Figure  3.13-7). 

Immediately  south  of  the  site,  adjacent  to  Parcel  1,  was  a  parking  lot  for  the  Trinity  Plaza 
Apartments,  located  at  Eighth  and  Market  Streets.  The  parking  lot  had  an  asphalt  surface,  and 
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was  in  good  condition.  The  Trinity  Plaza  Apartments  buildings  are  a  complex  of  concrete  and 
steel  buildings,  ranging  from  four  to  seven  stories  in  height,  that  house  apartments  and 
restaurants.  A  vacant  lot,  measuring  approximately  165  by  60  feet,  was  present  immediately 
south  of  Parcel  2  (see  Figure  3.13-7).  The  lot  was  secured  with  an  8-foot  high  chain  link  fence. 
Concrete  debris  and  plastic  and  paper  litter  were  visible  on  the  lot,  which  was  covered  with 
weeds  and  tall  grasses. 

East  of  the  site,  across  Market  Street,  were  several  commercial  buildings,  including  a  hotel  and 
restaurant,  offices,  an  automobile  repair  shop,  a  vacant  furniture  warehouse  and  showroom,  an 
electronics  shop,  an  art  gallery,  and  a  photography  shop. 

Previous  Onsite  Conditions.  Historical  uses  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  and 
surrounding  properties  were  determined  by  review  of  Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  maps  and  historical 
aerial  photographs.  Sanborn  maps  for  the  years  1886,  1899,  1913,  1949,  1950,  1974,  1990,  and 
1994  were  reviewed  (Sanborn  Fire  Insurance  Company,  1995).  Historical  aerial  photographs 
for  the  years  1938,  1948,1958,  1969,  1979,  1986,  and  1993  were  reviewed  to  confirm  Sanborn 
map  information  and  to  provide  land  use  information  for  periods  when  Sanborn  maps  were  not 
available.  A  summary  of  historical  land  uses  is  provided  in  Table  3-13-3;  details  are  provided 
below. 

In  the  1886  Sanborn  Map  (see  Figure  3.13-8),  the  site  was  largely  residential,  with  shops  and 
saloons  along  Seventh  Street  and  Mission  Street.  Areas  of  potential  concern  included  two  tin 
shops  on  Seventh  Street  and  two  blacksmith  shops  on  Mission  Street.  Adjacent  land  uses 
included  residences,  offices,  a  banquet  hall,  blacksmith,  mason,  and  upholstery  shops,  liveries, 
and  house  movers. 

The  1899  Sanborn  Map  (see  Figure  3.13-9)  showed  that  the  blacksmith  shops  on  Mission  Street 
had  been  removed  and  replaced  by  building  materials  storage.  Two  laundries,  two  restaurants, 
and  a  plumbers  shop  were  present  on  the  site.  A  furniture  shop  and  paint  shop  were  added  to 
the  adjacent  area,  and  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals/Post  Office  building  (see  Figure  3.13-7)  was 
under  construction,  immediately  north  of  the  site. 

In  the  1913  Sanborn  Map  (Figure  3.13-10),  land  use  on  the  site  and  vicinity  changed  from 
predominantly  residential  to  predominantly  commercial/industrial.  Three  hotels,  two  printing 
shops,  a  tent  and  awning  factory,  an  artificial  limb  factory,  a  glass  factory  and  automobile 
storage  were  present  on  the  site.  Construction  of  the  Court  of  Appeals/Post  Office  building  was 
completed  north  of  the  site,  and  a  theatre  had  been  constructed  west  of  the  site.  The  1938  aerial 
photograph  showed  that  land  uses  on  the  site  vicinity  remained  commercial/industrial.  A  service 
station  had  been  built  at  the  corner  of  Eighth  and  Mission  Streets,  just  southwest  of  the  site. 
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The  1948  aerial  photograph  (see  Figure  6  in  Appendix  C)  shows  the  Greyhound  bus  depot  had 
been  constructed  on  the  site  at  Seventh  and  Stevenson  Streets.  The  area  south  of  the  depot  was 
in  use  for  bus  parking.  A  parking  lot  was  visible  at  Seventh  and  Jessie  Streets.  South  of  the 
site,  public  market  buildings  and  parking  lots  had  been  constructed.  No  other  changes  were 
visible  in  the  site  vicinity.  The  1949  Sanborn  Map  (see  Figure  7  in  Appendix  C)  and  1959 
aerial  photograph  showed  no  further  changes  in  the  site  or  vicinity. 

The  1969  aerial  photograph  and  1974  Sanborn  Map  (see  Figure  8  in  Appendix  C)  showed  that 
five  buildings  in  the  southwest  corner  of  the  site  had  been  removed  and  replaced  by  parking  lots. 
The  remaining  two  buildings  on  Mission  Street  were  a  Greyhound  package  depot  and  a  hotel. 
South  of  the  site,  the  public  market  buildings  had  been  removed  and  a  motel  and  parking  lot 
built.  Several  shops  along  Market  Street,  near  the  southwest  corner  of  the  site,  had  been 
replaced  by  a  parking  lot.  The  1986  aerial  photograph  showed  that  the  hotel  the  corner  of 
Seventh  and  Mission  Streets  had  been  removed  and  replaced  with  a  parking  lot.  No  other 
changes  were  noted  in  the  site  vicinity  during  these  years. 

The  1990  Sanborn  Map  (see  Figure  9  in  Appendix  C)  showed  that  the  Greyhound  package  depot 
on  Mission  Street  had  been  removed  and  that  a  baggage  room  had  been  built  adjacent  to  the  bus 
depot.  Two  office  buildings  had  been  built  on  Market  Street  near  the  southwest  corner  of  the 
site.  The  motel  south  of  the  site  had  been  converted  into  an  apartment  building.  An  electrical 
equipment  manufacturing  plant,  located  south  of  the  site  on  Mission  Street,  had  been  removed. 
No  other  changes  were  noted  in  the  site  vicinity. 

The  1993  aerial  photograph  (see  Figure  10  in  Appendix  C)  and  1994  Sanborn  Map  (see  Figure 
11  in  Appendix  C)  showed  the  site  in  its  present  configuration.  The  Greyhound  bus  depot  was 
no  longer  in  use.  The  Embassy  Theatre,  west  of  the  site,  was  vacant.  Scaffolding,  indicating 
renovation  work,  was  visible  at  the  Court  of  Appeals  building  north  of  the  site.  No  other 
changes  in  land  use  were  apparent  at  the  site  or  vicinity. 

The  topography  of  the  site  is  level,  with  an  elevation  of  approximately  35  feet  above  mean  sea 
level  (USGS,  1973).  A  geotechnical  investigation  conducted  400  feet  north  of  the  site  indicated 
that  soils  near  the  site  consisted  of  ten  to  twelve  feet  of  fill  materials  (an  eight-  to  ten-foot  layer 
of  yellowish-brown  sand  overlying  a  two-to  four-foot  layer  of  brick  and  rubble)  overlying 
approximately  fifteen  feet  of  dark  olive  brown  sand.  Site  subsurface  conditions  may  be  similar. 
Depth  to  ground  water  in  the  site  vicinity  is  approximately  21  feet  below  ground  surface;  ground 
water  flows  south-southeast  toward  China  Basin.  As  the  fill  is  uncharacterized,  it  is  possible  that 
this  fill  may  contain  contaminants.  Typical  contaminants  found  in  fill  in  the  site  area  are  lead 
and  petroleum  products. 

Current  and  historical  land  uses  present  the  potential  for  subsurface  contamination  at  the  site. 
Lots  15  and  16  on  Parcel  1  and  Lots  32  and  33  on  Parcel  2  were  historically  used  as  blacksmith 
and  tin  shops.  Lot  5  on  Parcel  1  and  Lot  33  on  Parcel  2  were  historically  used  as  print  shops. 
Lots  32-38  on  Parcel  2  were  historically  used  as  factories,  including  a  lamp  factory,  a  paint 
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shop,  a  tent  and  awning  factory,  and  an  electrical  equipment  factory.  The  presence  of  parking 
lots  on  Lot  5  of  Parcel  1  and  Lots  29,  31,  and  34-38  on  Parcel  2  could  have  affected  shallow 
soils  at  the  site. 

A  ground  water  investigation  in  the  site  vicinity  indicated  that  ground  water  near  the  site 
(crossgradient)  contained  concentrations  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (as  diesel  and  oil).  Three 
volatile  organic  compounds  (PCE,  TCE,  and  cis-l,2-DCE)  were  detected  at  levels  above  the 
Maximum  Contaminant  Level.  As  the  source  of  this  contamination  is  unknown,  it  is  unknown 
whether  ground  water  at  the  site  may  also  contain  these  contaminants. 

Based  on  a  review  of  available  information,  chlorinated  organic  compounds  are  present  in  the 
ground  water  approximately  500  feet  in  a  hydrogeologically  downgradient  direction,  from  the 
site.  These  compounds  are  present  in  concentrations  in  excess  of  State  of  California  drinking 
water  standards.  The  source  of  the  contamination  has  not  been  determined.  Soil  and  ground 
water  conditions,  with  respect  to  potential  contamination,  is  unknown  beneath  the  subject  site. 
A  records  search  by  California  EPA,  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  did  not  reveal 
records  pertaining  to  the  site  (Williams,  personal  communication,  April  26,  1994). 

Twenty-five  sites  associated  with  hazardous  materials  were  identified  within  one-eighth  mile  of 
the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  (see  Table  3.13-4,  Figure  3.13-11).  A  file  review  of 
available  information  for  these  sites  was  conducted  on  May  27,  1995  at  the  San  Francisco 
Department  of  Public  Health  (SFDPW),  Hazardous  Materials  Division  offices,  by  Baseline 
Environmental  Consulting.  Seventeen  sites  within  one-eighth  mile  of  the  site  were  identified  on 
the  State  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control  (DTSC)  Cal-Sites  list  (see  Table  3  in 
Appendix  C).  These  sites  were  identified  by  DTSC  during  a  drive-by  reconnaissance  as  having 
the  potential  for  hazardous  material  releases.  Three  of  the  sites  were  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site.  DTSC  later  delisted  five  of  the  sites  and  determined 
that  no  further  action  was  required  at  six  others. 

After  further  review,  DTSC  determined  that  a  preliminary  environmental  assessment  would  be 
required  at  the  remaining  seven  sites,  but  left  them  as  a  low  priority.  Two  of  these  sites  are 
located  within  the  site  boundaries,  four  are  located  approximately  400  feet  north  of  the  site,  and 
one  is  located  approximately  500  feet  southeast  of  the  site. 

Sites  I  and  3  -  1110-1112  and  1150-1152  Mission  Street,  which  are  located  within  the  Seventh 
and  Mission  Alternative  site,  were  historically  used  as  a  lamp  factory  and  electronic  equipment 
factory,  respectively.  The  lamp  factory  building  (1110-1112  Mission)  was  converted  to  a 
Greyhound  Package  Express  building  sometime  between  1950  and  1974;  it  was  torn  down 
sometime  between  1979  and  1986.  The  electronic  equipment  factory  was  torn  down  between 
1959  and  1969;  this  site  is  currently  a  parking  lot.  No  information  about  these  sites  was 
available  from  SFDPH  files. 
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Table  3.13-4.  Sites  Identified  in  Regulatory  Agency  Records 
Within  A  One-Eighth-Mile  Radius  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  Site 


Site 

Site  Name 

Site  Address 

Regulatory  Records 

1 

W.B.  Baker  Company 

1110-1112  Mission  Street  (onsite) 

Cal-Sites 

2 

Gerald  Moss 

1124  Mission  Street  (onsite) 

Cal-Sites 

3 

U.S.  Hoffman  Machinery  Corp./Appleton  Elec- 
tric Co. 

1 150-1 152  Mission  (onsite) 

Cal-Sites 

4 

Babe  Zanca  Service,  Inc. 

1127  Mission  Street 

LUST 

5 

Riley  Precision  Tool  Co. 

1135-1137  Mission  Street 

Cal-Sites 

6 

Bower  Manufacturing  Co. 

1139  Mission  Street 

Cal-Sites 

7 

California  Building  Maintenance  Co. 

1145  Mission  Street 

LUST,  Cortese 

8 

U.S.  Court  of  Appeals 

99  Seventh  Street 

LUST 

9 

Trinity  Properties 

1169  Market  Street 

RCRA-Large  Generator 

10 

Mission  Substation 

66  Eighth  Street 

RCRA-Large  Generator 

11 

Emile  Battezato 

109  Seventh  Street 

LUST 

12 

T.J.  Topper  Co. 

1089  Mission  Street 

Cal-Sites 

13 

General  Services  Administration/Irvine  Jachens 

1064-1068  Mission  Street 

Cal-Sites,  LUST,  Cor- 
tese 

14 

Advertiser's  Service 

1065  Mission  Street 

Cal-Sites 

IS 

Strathmorc  Printing  Co. 

1063  Mission  Street 

Cal-Sites 

16 

Chevron/The  Process  Company/Bubble  Car 
Wash 

1045  Mission  Street 

Cal-Sites,  LUST,  Cor- 
tese 

17 

Lewis  Sheet  Metal  Works 

140  Eighth  Street 

Cal-Sites 

18 

Terrapin  Diagnostics 

165  Eighth  Street  #306 

RCRA-Large  Generator 

19 

Frank  Schabert 

687  Minna  Street 

Cal-Sites 

20 

West  Coast  Electrical  Works,  Ltd 

166  Seventh  Street 

Cal-Sites 

21 

Becline  Tape  Printing 

630  Natoma  Street 

Cal-Sites 

22 

Shell 

1100  Howard  Street 

LUST,  Cortese 

23 

Lobranco  Brothers 

1108  Howard  Street 

Cal-Sites 

24 

American  Printing  Lithography 

1144-48  Howard  Street 

Cal-Sites 

25 

Metallurgical  Lab 

1142  Howard  Street 

Cal-Sites 

Notes: 

LUST  =  Leaking  Underground  Storage  Tank  list. 
RCRA  =  Resource  Conservation  Recovery  Act 
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Sites  12a.  1A±  &Qd  11  z  1064-1069.  1065.  and  1063  Mission  Street,  located  approximately  400 
feet  north  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site,  are  crossgradient  from  the  site.  An 
environmental  investigation  was  performed  at  the  1064-1068  Mission  Street  site  (Geomatrix, 
1992),  which  is  owned  by  the  GSA.  Soil  and  ground  water  samples  were  collected  from  three 
borings  at  the  1064-1068  Mission  site  in  June  1992.  Soil  samples  from  these  borings  contained 
total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (TPH)  as  oil  at  concentrations  up  to  3,200  mg/kg.  The  ground 
water  samples  contained  up  to  900  /x/L  of  TPH  as  oil.  The  ground  water  samples  also  contained 
three  volatile  organic  compounds,  PCE  (42  ixg/L),  TCE  (7  xtg/L),  and  cis-l,2-DCE  (42  /xg/L) 
at  levels  above  the  Maximum  Contaminant  Levels  (5  ng/L,  5  ttg/L,  and  6  /xg/L,  respectively). 
The  environmental  investigation  did  not  identify  the  source  of  this  contamination,  so  it  is 
unknown  if  the  source  is  upgradient  or  crossgradient  from  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 
site.  No  information  was  available  from  SFDPH  on  the  sites  at  1063  Mission  and  1065  Mission. 

Site  17  =  J4Q  Eighth  Street,  the  former  location  of  Lewis  Sheet  Metal  Works,  is  downgradient 
from  the  site.  No  information  about  this  site  was  available  in  SFDPH  files. 

Six  sites  within  one-eighth  mile  of  the  site  were  listed  on  the  LUST  and/or  Cortese  lists,  due  to 
leaking  underground  petroleum  storage  tanks.  All  of  the  sites  are  either  downgradient  or 
crossgradient  from  the  site. 

Three  underground  diesel  storage  tanks  were  removed  from  Site  4  -  Babe  Zanca  Service.  Inc.. 
1127  Mission  Street  in  January  1991.  Total  petroleum  hydrocarbons  as  diesel  (TPH-g)  was 
identified  in  excavation  soils  at  up  to  1,800  mg/kg.  The  tank  area  was  overexcavated,  and  the 
site  is  awaiting  closure  from  the  RWQCB. 

One  500-gallon  gasoline  storage  tank  was  removed  from  Site  7  :  California  Building 
Maintenance.  1145  Mission  Street  in  January  1990.  Up  to  47  mg/kg  of  TPH  as  gasoline  (TPH- 
g)  and  37.7  mg/kg  of  total  lead  was  identified  in  excavation  soils.  RWQCB  determined  that  no 
further  action  was  required  and  the  case  was  closed  in  March  1995. 

Two  4,000-gallon  diesel/fuel  oil  tanks  were  removed  from  Site  £  -  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals.  99 
Seventh  Street  in  1993  as  part  of  renovation  work  on  the  building.  Soil  samples  from  the 
excavation  identified  up  to  60  mg/kg  of  oil  and  grease.  No  further  action  was  required  by 
RWQCB. 

In  April  1994,  a  1, 500-gallon  underground  fuel  oil  tank  was  removed  from  Site  H  -  Emile 
Battezato.  109  Seventh  Street.  Concentrations  of  TPH-d  at  up  to  952  mg/kg  were  identified  in 
soil  samples  from  the  excavation.  All  soil  from  the  concrete  tank  vault  was  removed  and 
treated,  and  the  case  was  closed  by  SFDPH  in  June  1994. 

Three  10,000-gallon  underground  gasoline  tanks  were  removed  from  Site  i§  :  Chevron.  1045 
Mission  Street  in  July  1988  as  part  of  station  demolition  procedures.  TPH-g  at  concentrations 
of  up  to  5.1  mg/kg  and  traces  of  benzene,  toluene,  ethylbenzene,  and  xylenes  (BTEX)  were 
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identified  in  soils  in  the  concentration.  No  further  investigation  or  remediation  has  been  taken; 
the  case  is  awaiting  closure  from  SFDPH. 

Four  gasoline  tanks  (two  5,000-  and  two  8,000-gallon  capacity)  and  one  waste  oil  tank  (550- 
gallon  capacity)  were  removed  from  £ii§  22  z  Shell.  1100  Howard  Street  in  1988  as  part  of 
station  demolition  procedures.  TPH-g  was  identified  in  excavation  soils  at  concentrations  up  to 
3,700  mg/kg.  Soils  in  the  tank  area  were  overexcavated,  and  five  ground  water  monitoring 
wells  were  installed.  The  most  recent  ground  water  monitoring  report  (March  1995)  showed 
that  TPH-g  was  present  in  ground  water  at  concentrations  up  to  560  pg/L,  and  benzene  at  up 
to  33  fig/L.  Ground  water  monitoring  is  continuing  on  a  quarterly  basis. 

Three  sites  within  one-eighth  mile  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  were  listed  on  the 
Resource  Conservation  Recovery  Act  (RCRA)  Hazardous  Waste  Generators  list.  Trinity 
Properties  (1169  Market  Street,  Site  9),  the  Mission  Substation  (66  Eighth  Street,  Site  10),  and 
Terrapin  Diagnostics  (165  Eighth  Street,  Site  18)  were  listed  on  the  RCRA  Larger  Generators 
List  of  sites,  which  generate  more  than  10,000  kg/month  of  nonacutely  hazardous  waste  of  1 
kg/month  of  acutely  hazardous  waste.  All  three  sites  are  crossgradient  or  downgradient  from 
the  site.  No  records  of  violations  or  corrective  actions  were  identified  in  the  environmental 
database  review.  No  further  information  about  these  sites  were  available  in  SFDPH  files. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  result  in  the  purchase  of  an  office  building  at  an  undetermined 
site  within  the  CBD.  Extensive  renovation  in  the  existing  building  may  be  required  to 
accommodate  federal  agency  occupants.  Renovation  may  expose  several  hazardous  substances 
including  asbestos,  lead-based  paints,  lead  in  plumbing  infrastructure  and/or  polychlorinated 
biphenyls  (PCBs). 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  Lease  Alternative  would  result  in  the  lease  of  office  space  at  an  undetermined  site  or  sites 
within  the  CBD.  Extensive  renovation  in  existing  buildings  may  be  required  to  accommodate 
the  federal  agency  occupants.  Renovation  may  expose  several  hazardous  substances  including 
asbestos,  lead-based  paints,  lead  in  plumbing  infrastructure  and/or  PCBs.  For  a  full  discussion 
of  this  and  surrounding  sites,  see  Appendix  C. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Federal  agencies  currently  occupy  a  number  of  federally  leased  and  owned  facilities  within  the 
CBD.  Operation  of  the  buildings  is  subject  to  applicable  regulations  regarding  use  and 
abatement  of  hazardous  substances. 
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This  section  addresses  existing  wind  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  alternative  sites.  The 
information  was  taken  from  the  "Pedestrian-Level  Wind-Tunnel  Study  of  the  Proposed  Federal 
Building  Site  at  Tenth  and  Market  Streets"  prepared  by  Dr.  Bruce  R.  White  (January,  1995) 
which  is  included  in  Appendix  H. 

A  wind-tunnel  study  for  the  proposed  Federal  Building  was  conducted  in  the  Atmospheric 
Boundary  Layer  Wind  Tunnel  located  at  the  University  of  California  at  Davis  (UC  Davis). 
The  study  was  conducted  independent  of  the  university.  A  1"  =50'  model  of  San  Francisco 
was  used  in  the  testing.  Test  procedures  referenced  in  Section  148  (Wind  Ordinance)  of  the  City 
and  County  of  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code  were  adhered  to.  Wind-speed  measurements  at 
30  to  45  surface  locations  using  a  thermal  anemometry  system  were  made  for  four  prevailing 
wind  directions  as  specified  in  the  Wind  Ordinance.  The  wind  directions  tested  included 
northwesterly,  west-northwesterly,  westerly  and  west-southwesterly  (see  Figures  3.14-1  and 
3.14-2). 

3.14.1     Wind  Characteristics 

U.S.  Weather  Bureau  and  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  data  show  that  westerly 
(i.e.,  from  the  west)  to  northwesterly  winds  are  the  most  frequent  and  strongest  winds  during 
all  seasons  in  San  Francisco.  Of  the  16  primary  wind  directions  measured  at  the  Weather 
Bureau  station  (at  a  height  of  132  feet),  four  directions  comprise  the  greatest  frequency  of 
occurrence  as  well  as  the  majority  of  strong  wind  occurrences;  these  are  northwest,  west- 
northwest,  west,  and  west-southwest.  Calm  conditions  occur  about  two  percent  of  the  time. 
Average  wind  speeds  are  the  highest  during  summer  and  lowest  during  winter  months.  Strongest 
peak  winds,  however,  occur  in  the  winter  when  speeds  of  47  miles  per  hour  (mph)  have  been 
recorded.  The  highest  average  wind  speeds  are  in  the  mid-afternoon  and  the  lowest  are  in  the 
early  morning. 

Wind  conditions  contribute  to  the  overall  comfort  experienced  by  pedestrians  on  sidewalks  and 
public  areas.  Wind  flows  are  redirected  around  large  buildings  often  resulting  in  increased  wind 
speed  and  turbulence  at  street  level.  Winds  up  to  four  miles  per  hour  (mph)  have  no  noticeable 
effect  on  pedestrian  comfort.  With  winds  from  four  to  eight  mph,  wind  is  felt  on  the  face. 
Winds  from  eight  to  thirteen  mph  will  disturb  hair,  cause  clothing  to  flap,  and  extend  a  light  flag 
mounted  on  a  pole.  Winds  from  13  to  19  mph  will  raise  loose  paper,  dust  and  dry  soil,  and  will 
disarrange  hair.  For  winds  from  19  to  26  mph,  the  force  of  the  wind  will  be  felt  on  the  body. 
With  26  to  34  mph  winds,  umbrellas  are  used  with  difficulty,  hair  is  blown  straight,  there  is 
difficulty  in  walking  steadily,  and  wind  noise  is  unpleasant.  Winds  over  34  mph  increase 
difficulty  with  balance  and  gusts  can  blow  people  over  (Ped warden,  1973). 
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3.14.2  San  Francisco  Wind  Criteria 

The  federal  government  is  not  required  to  comply  with  local  regulations.  This  includes  San 
Francisco's  Downtown  wind  ordinance.  Nevertheless,  the  ordinance  provided  the  criteria  for 
analyzing  the  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  building. 

The  City  Planning  Code  Section  148,  Reduction  of  Ground-Level  Wind  Currents  in  C-3 
(Downtown  Commercial)  districts,  requires  buildings  to  be  shaped  so  as  not  to  cause  ground- 
level  wind  currents  to  exceed  certain  speeds  between  7  a.m.  and  6  p.m.  The  wind  ordinance 
is  defined  in  terms  of  equivalent  wind  speed.  This  term  denotes  an  average  wind  speed  (mean 
velocity),  adjusted  to  include  the  level  of  gustiness  and  turbulence  (White,  1992).  Winds  are 
analyzed  for  a  "comfort"  criterion,  and  a  "hazard"  criterion: 

•  Comfort  criterion.  Pedestrian  level  winds  must  not  exceed  11  mph  in  substantial 
pedestrian  use  areas,  and  7  mph  in  public  seating  areas  more  than  10%  of  the 
time  [or  876  hours  per  year]  on  a  year  round  basis  between  the  hours  of  7  a.m. 
and  6  p.m.  All  of  the  respective  test  locations  at  the  two  alternative  sites 
correspond  to  sidewalk  and  public  plazas,  which  are  representative  outdoor 
pedestrian  areas;  therefore,  the  11 -mph  comfort  criterion  is  appropriate  to  assess 
the  state  of  the  "wind  environment"  for  the  three  configurations  tested. 

•  Hazard  criterion.  Buildings  must  not  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  reach  or 
exceed  the  hazard  level  of  26  mph  for  a  single  full  hour  of  the  year,  or 
0.011416%  of  the  time. 

3.14.3  Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  alternative  site  vicinity  is,  speaking  qualitatively,  one  of  the  windiest 
areas  in  San  Francisco.  Both  pedestrians  and  kiosks  have  been  blown  over  as  a  result  of  wind 
conditions.  Of  over  50  wind  tunnel  studies  conducted  by  Dr.  White  in  San  Francisco,  this  area 
had  the  most  severe  conditions. 

Comfort  Criterion.  The  existing  setting  is  considered  very  windy  with  30  of  the  total  33  test 
locations  exceeding  the  1 1-mph  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  (see  Figure  3. 14-1  and  Table  I,  page 
31  in  Appendix  H).  Wind  speeds  (i.e.,  equivalent  speeds  exceeded  876  hours  of  the  year)  range 
from  12  to  24  mph  along  Market  Street,  with  the  south  side  (Market  Street  side)  of  the  Fox 
Plaza  tower  plaza  and  the  sidewalk  corner  area  of  the  project  site  at  Market  and  Tenth  Streets 
both  at  an  unusually  high  speed  of  24  mph  at  locations  #1  and  #8.  Along  Tenth  Street  between 
Mission  and  Market  Streets,  wind  speeds  range  from  13  to  24  mph  while  wind  speeds  on 
Mission  Street  range  from  9  to  17  mph.  Also,  wind  speed  at  the  base  of  the  AAA  Building  on 
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Fell  Street  between  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  Polk  Street  is  found  to  be  an  extraordinarily  high  29 
mph. 

Hazard  Criterion.  Sixteen  measured  locations  were  found  to  exceed  the  hazard  criterion  under 
the  current  conditions  (refer  to  Figure  3.14-1  and  Table  4.14-1).  A  cumulative  total  of 
approximately  800  hours  per  year  exceedances  of  the  36-mph  hazard  criterion  were  measured 
for  these  sixteen  locations.  The  two  greatest  exceedances,  in  terms  of  duration  or  hours, 
occurred  at  locations  #8  and  #26  (location  #8  is  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  corner  of  the  site  and 
location  #26  is  located  on  Fell  Street  at  the  base  of  the  AAA  Building).  These  locations  have 
existing  exceedances  of  209  and  198  hours  per  year  exceedance  and,  represent  more  than  half 
of  all  the  cumulative  hours  exceeded.  Location  #9,  across  Tenth  Street  from  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site,  also  has  a  1 1 1  hour  per  year  exceedance  of  the  hazard  criterion.  Additionally,  three 
other  locations  have  substantial  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion:  location  #30  with  64  hours 
per  year;  location  #1  with  61  hours  per  year;  and  location  #33  with  53  hours  per  year 
exceedance.  These  six  locations  comprise  about  696  of  the  800  hours  of  total  cumulative 
exceedances,  or  87%  of  all  hazard  exceedances.  Location  #30  is  on  Stevenson  Street  at  Tenth 
Street.  Location  #1  is  near  the  Fox  Plaza  Tower  at  Market  Street;  and  location  #33  is  on  Hayes 
Street  just  north  of  the  Market  Street  intersection. 

The  existence  of  these  major  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion  are  due  to  and  directly 
associated  with  the  presence  of  three  relatively  tall  buildings  in  the  immediate  vicinity.  The 
three  structures  are  the  AAA  building  on  Fell  Street  at  Van  Ness  Avenue,  the  Fox  Plaza  tower 
and  the  Bank  of  America  building.  Both  the  Fox  Plaza  tower  and  the  Bank  of  America  building 
are  located  approximately  across  Market  Street  from  each  other  and  close  to  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site.  All  three  buildings  are  over  300  feet  tall,  whereas  surrounding  structures  are 
substantially  shorter.  Additionally,  the  unique  positioning  of  the  three  buildings  relative  to  each 
other  and  the  street  grid  (primarily  the  Fox  Plaza  tower  and  Bank  of  America  building)  creates 
a  preferential  channel  or  "Venturi"  effect  between  these  structures  on  Market  Street  and  around 
the  individual  buildings  for  winds  from  both  the  southwest  and  northwest  directions. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Comfort  Criterion.  The  existing  setting  is  considered  moderately  windy,  with  20  of  the  27  test 
locations  exceeding  the  11-mph  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  (see  Figure  3.14-2  and  Table  II, 
page  33,  Appendix  H).  Wind  speeds  (i.e.  equivalent  speeds  exceeded  876  hours  of  the  year) 
range  from  10  to  17  mph  along  Market  Street  north  of  the  site  location,  with  approximately  80% 
of  measured  wind  speeds  exceeding  the  11-mph  comfort  criterion.  Along  Mission  Street,  near 
the  site,  10  of  the  11  measured  wind  speeds  exceed  the  criterion.  The  windiest  area,  of  the 
measured  areas,  occurs  at  the  Seventh  and  Market  Streets  intersection,  where  winds  range  from 
14  to  18  mph,  and  all  winds  exceed  the  11  mph  comfort  criterion.  The  courtyard  area  of  the 
Federal  Courthouse  building,  directly  east  of  the  site  across  Seventh  Street,  has  winds  of  10  to 
13  mph.  Lastly,  wind  speeds  along  Seventh  Street  range  from  10  to  18  mph,  with  the  majority 
exceeding  the  11  mph  comfort  criterion. 
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Hazard  Criterion.  This  site  is  subject  to  strong  winds.  Refer  to  Figure  3.14-2  and  Table 
4.14-2.  Three  existing  locations  of  the  27  tested  were  found  to  be  in  violation  of  the  hazards 
(safety)  criterion  including  location  #12  (west  of  the  site),  location  #18  (southwest  corner  of 
Seventh  and  Mission  Streets)  and  location  #20  (an  open  area  approximately  200  feet  west  of 
Seventh  Street  and  200  feet  north  of  Mission  Street).  Location  #12  had  a  hazard  violation  of 
2.2  hours,  location  #18  a  hazard  violation  of  1.2  hours,  and  location  #20  a  hazard  violation  of 
5.6  hours. 

Overall,  a  cumulative  total  of  about  nine  hours  per  year  exceedances  of  the  36-mph  hazard 
criterion  were  measured  for  these  three  locations.  No  other  exceedances  were  measured  at  the 
remaining  24  locations. 

Compared  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  site,  this  area  experiences  considerably  less  wind. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

No  purchase  site  has  been  identified.  No  setting  can  be  described. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

No  lease  site  has  been  identified.  No  setting  can  be  described. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Federal  employees  would  continue  to  be  housed  in  various  federally  owned  and  leased  spaces. 
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Information  presented  in  this  section  is  drawn  from  a  cultural  resources  inventory  report 
prepared  by  ARCHEO-TEC.  This  report,  included  for  reference  as  Appendix  K,  describes  the 
archaeological  resources  that  may  be  affected  by  construction  of  the  proposed  federal  office 
building  at  each  of  the  alternative  sites. 

The  term  "archaeological  resources"  refers  to  remains  and  sites  associated  with  human  activities 
that  may  include  ethnohistoric  Native  American  archaeological  sites,  historic  archaeological  sites, 
and  elements  or  areas  of  the  natural  landscape  that  have  traditional  cultural  significance. 

Several  state  and  federal  laws  require  that  a  project's  effects  on  cultural  resources  be  considered 
prior  to  construction.  These  include  the  NEPA,  the  Archeological  and  Historic  Preservation  Act 
of  1974,  and  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act  of  1990.  Provisions 
for  the  protection  of  cultural  resources  in  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA), 
State  CEQA  Guidelines,  may  also  be  addressed  through  the  106  review  process. 

3.15.1  Regional  Setting 

Prehistoric/Protohistoric  Period 

When  the  Spanish  first  explored  Northern  California  in  the  last  quarter  of  the  18th  Century,  the 
region  possessed  what  has  been  described  as  "the  densest  Indian  population  anywhere  north  of 
Mexico"  (Margolin  1978:1).  It  has  been  estimated  that  between  7,000  and  10,000  Native 
Americans  inhabited  the  naturally  bountiful  coastal  area  between  Monterey  County's  Point  Sur 
and  the  San  Francisco  Bay  (Kroeber,  1925;  Margolin,  1978:1). 

When  University  of  California  archaeologist  Nels  C.  Nelson  conducted  the  first  intensive 
archaeological  survey  of  the  region  in  1907  and  1908,  he  recorded  no  less  than  425  shellmounds 
(massive  heaps  of  ash,  shell,  and  cultural  refuse)  on  or  near  the  shoreline  of  the  Bay  (Nelson, 
1909, 1910a).  Today,  extensive  and  ongoing  development  has  eroded  this  archaeological  record. 
Relatively  few  Native  American  shellmounds  or  other  types  of  prehistoric  sites  have  been 
systematically  investigated  by  archaeologists,  and  many  basic  research  questions  pertaining  to 
the  complex  prehistory  of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  region  remain  unanswered  for  lack  of  first-hand 
data. 

Recent  archaeological  work  in  San  Francisco  has  revealed  that  numerous  relatively  intact 
prehistoric  deposits  may  be  scattered  throughout  many  parts  of  the  City,  particularly  in  the  South 
of  Market  area.  Research  indicates  that  most  deposits  in  the  South  of  Market  area  were  deeply 
buried  beneath  the  region's  sand  dunes  long  before  the  beginning  of  the  historic  era.  For  the 
most  part,  these  sites  are  buried  deep  enough  to  have  been  spared  the  impacts  of  more  than  a 
century  of  intensive  development. 
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Spanish  and  Mexican  Periods 

Between  the  appearance  of  the  first  Spanish  ship  to  sail  through  the  Golden  Gate  in  1775  (the 
San  Carlos  under  the  command  of  Lieutenant  Juan  Bautista  de  Ayala)  and  the  mid- 19th  century 
discovery  of  gold  at  Sutter's  Mill,  population  and  maritime  traffic  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  were 
extremely  limited.  The  principal  centers  of  Spanish,  and  later  Mexican,  activity  in  the  region 
were  the  Presidio  and  Mission  Dolores. 

From  the  founding  of  the  Mission  and  the  Presidio  in  1776  to  the  beginnings  of  Yerba  Buena 
village  (the  original  townsite  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco)  in  1835,  it  appears  unlikely  that  there 
was  any  systematic  occupation  of  the  South  of  Market  area.  Consequently,  there  is  little 
likelihood  of  encountering  cultural  resources  in  the  area  dating  from  this  period. 

Early  American  and  Gold  Rush  Periods 

July  8,  1846  marked  the  conversion  of  the  hamlet  of  San  Francisco  from  Mexican  to  American 
jurisdiction.  On  that  day,  a  landing  party  from  the  sloop-of-war  Portsmouth,  under  the 
command  of  John  B.  Montgomery,  claimed  California  for  the  United  States.  At  the  time,  the 
City's  200  permanent  residents  occupied  some  50  buildings  scattered  throughout  the  Yerba 
Buena  Cove  area  (Soule  et  al.,  1854:173). 

Following  the  American  seizure,  Yerba  Buena  began  to  grow  rapidly.  In  1847,  Jasper 
O'Farrell,  a  civil  engineer  and  newly  appointed  city  surveyor,  laid  out  the  basic  grid  plan  for 
the  streets  of  San  Francisco,  delineating  hundreds  of  "water  lots",  parcels  of  land  along  Yerba 
Buena  cove  that  were  at  least  partially  exposed  during  periods  of  low  tide.  Throughout  1847, 
many  of  these  lots  were  sold  at  auction,  setting  the  stage  for  the  explosion  of  landfilling  that 
would  push  the  edge  of  the  San  Francisco  waterfront  well  to  the  east  of  Montgomery  Street. 

Within  months  of  the  discovery  of  gold  in  the  Sierra  Nevada  foothills  in  1849,  San  Francisco 
was  transformed  from  a  sleepy  hamlet  into  what  has  been  described  as  an  "instant  city" 
(Lockwood,  1978).  The  population  boom  accompanying  the  Gold  Rush  prompted  the  first 
settlement  and  development  of  the  South  of  Market  area.  One  of  the  earliest  settlements  in  the 
area  was  called  Happy  Valley,  an  encampment  first  of  tents,  then  frame  houses,  nestled  among 
the  sand  dunes  to  the  south  of  Market  Street. 

By  the  1850s,  the  leveling  of  dunes  in  the  South  of  Market  area  began.  This  process  of 
topographic  modification  was  complete  by  the  mid- 1870s,  opening  the  way  for  the  further 
development  of  the  area. 

The  20th  Century  (1906  to  the  Present) 

In  the  aftermath  of  the  Great  Earthquake  and  Fire  of  April,  1906,  San  Franciscans  began  the 
task  of  rebuilding  their  city.  In  some  portions  of  the  city,  these  renovation  efforts  proceeded 
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with  amazing  rapidity.  This  was  not  the  case,  however,  in  parts  of  the  South  of  Market  area. 
Archival  sources  indicate  that  many  areas  remained  vacant  until  at  least  1913. 

By  the  close  of  the  first  half  of  the  20th  century,  however,  much  of  the  area  had  assumed  the 
basic  architectural  and  demographic  characteristics  that  exist  today. 

3.15.2     Site  Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

A  review  of  the  relevant  archival  literature  revealed  that  the  subject  property  was  situated  near 
an  ecotone  ~  an  area  of  environmental  transition  ~  during  the  late  Prehistoric/Protohistoric 
Period.  Further,  several  extensive,  well  preserved  and  significant  prehistoric  archaeological  sites 
have  recently  been  encountered  and  investigated  in  relatively  close  proximity  to  the  site.  As 
such,  the  possible  presence  of  significant,  or  potentially  significant,  subsurface  pre- 
historic/protohistoric  cultural  resources  on  the  property  cannot  be  eliminated  on  the  basis  of 
available  data. 

Archival  sources  show  little,  if  any,  cultural  activity  occurring  within  the  site  vicinity  during  the 
Spanish,  Mexican,  or  Early  American  historical  eras.  As  such,  there  appears  to  be  little  chance 
of  encountering  significant,  or  potentially  significant,  subsurface  cultural  resources  from  the 
early  historic  era. 

The  subject  property  was  slow  to  develop  throughout  most  the  19th  century.  Nevertheless,  at 
least  one  structure  and,  perhaps  a  variety  of  associated  cultural  features,  existed  within  the 
confines  of  the  site  since  the  early  1850s  —  the  height  of  the  Gold  Rush  Period.  Although 
specific  archival  data  are  generally  lacking,  this  structure,  as  well  as  a  variety  of  others  that 
appeared  during  the  mid-to-late  1850s,  probably  served  as  a  residence  and,  perhaps,  small  scale 
commercial  establishment.  A  review  of  archival  data  related  to  19th  century  cutting,  filling,  and 
other  topographic  alteration  suggests  that  intact  Gold  Rush  era  cultural  resources  may  exist 
beneath  the  ground  surface  at  one  or  more  locations  on  the  project  site. 

From  the  late  1860s  or  early  1870s  until  the  turn  of  the  century,  the  site  was  primarily  devoted 
to  commercial  and  industrial  uses.  For  example,  a  large  lumber  and  mill  company  dominated 
the  central  portion  of  the  site  during  the  final  decades  of  the  19th  century.  In  addition  to  several 
other  industrial  concerns,  an  engine  company  of  the  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  was  located 
at  1749  Market  Street,  near  the  western  perimeter  of  the  property,  during  the  later  decades  of 
the  century. 

Following  the  Great  San  Francisco  Earthquake  and  Fire  of  1906,  the  site  was  slow  to  rebuild. 
Nothing  but  scattered  lumber  piles  occupied  the  property  as  late  as  1913.  For  the  most  part,  the 
structures  that  were  built  onsite  during  the  1920s  and  1930s  were,  like  those  preceding  them, 
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devoted  to  commercial  and/or  industrial  uses.  In  the  years  following  World  War  II,  the  site 
assumed  its  present  configuration  and  characteristics. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Similar  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  site,  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  was  situated  near  an  ecotone  - 
-  an  area  of  environmental  transition  ~  during  the  late  Prehistoric/Protohistoric  Period.  In 
addition,  several  extensive,  well  preserved  and  significant  prehistoric  archaeological  sites  in 
relatively  close  proximity  to  the  site  have  recently  been  encountered  and  investigated. 
Consequently,  the  possible  presence  of  significant,  or  potentially  significant,  subsurface 
prehistoric/protohistoric  cultural  resources  on  the  property  cannot  be  eliminated  on  the  basis  of 
available  data. 

Archival  sources  show  little,  if  any,  cultural  activity  occurring  within  the  site  vicinity  during  the 
Spanish,  Mexican,  or  Early  American  historical  eras.  As  such,  there  appears  to  be  little  chance 
of  encountering  significant,  or  potentially  significant,  subsurface  cultural  resources  from  the 
early  historic  era. 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  was  slow  to  develop  throughout  most  of  the  19th 
century.  As  far  as  can  be  determined  from  a  review  of  available  historical  documents,  no 
evidence  of  systematic  development  or  occupation  of  the  site  had  occurred  by  the  height  of  the 
Gold  Rush  era  in  the  early  1850s.  The  first  documented  examples  of  development  occurred 
during  the  Later  Gold  Rush  era  of  the  mid- 1850s.  The  1857  U.S.  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey 
map  of  San  Francisco  shows  several  structures  onsite  at  that  time.  These  structures  were  likely 
associated  with  other  cultural  features  —  wells,  privies,  and  or  trash  pits.  Although  specific 
archival  data  are  generally  lacking,  these  mid- 19th  century  structures  probably  served  as 
residences.  A  review  of  archival  data  related  to  19th  century  cutting,  filling,  and  other 
topographic  alteration  suggests  that  intact  cultural  resources  from  the  Later  Gold  Rush  era  may 
exist  beneath  the  ground  surface  at  one  or  more  locations  on  the  site. 

From  the  late  1860s  or  early  1870s  until  the  turn  of  the  century,  the  site  was  primarily  devoted 
to  residential  uses.  In  addition,  a  few  small-scale  commercial  ventures  existing  at  various 
locations  on  the  site  during  the  final  decades  of  the  19th  century. 

Following  the  Great  San  Francisco  Earthquake  and  Fire  of  1906,  the  site  was  slow  to  rebuild. 
The  1913  Sanborn  maps  reveal  that  substantial  areas  of  the  northern  portion  of  the  property 
remained  vacant  seven  years  after  the  earthquake  and  fire.  However,  by  the  close  of  the  first 
half  of  the  20th  century,  the  site  had  assumed  its  present  configuration  and  characteristics. 
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C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  involve  purchasing  an  existing  building  at  an  undetermined 
location  in  the  CBD.  As  no  specific  building  has  been  identified,  the  site  specific  setting  cannot 
be  described. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  Lease  Alternative  would  involve  the  lease  of  office  space  at  an  undetermined  site  in  the 
CBD.  As  no  specific  location  has  been  identified,  the  site  specific  setting  cannot  be  described. 

E.  No  Action 

Federal  agencies  already  occupy  a  number  of  leased  and  owned  facilities  throughout  the  CBD. 
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3.16  SHADOW 


This  section  describes  the  potential  shadowing  of  public  open  spaces  that  may  be  created  by  the 
proposed  federal  building  at  the  Tenth  and  Market,  and  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  sites. 
Shadowing  on  adjacent  properties  is  also  described. 

3.16.1  Regional  Setting 

The  voters  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  K,  the  Sunlight 
Ordinance  (City  Planning  Code  Section  295)  in  June,  1984.  This  ordinance  prohibits  the 
issuance  of  building  permits  for  structures  that  would  shade  property  under  the  jurisdiction  of, 
or  designated  to  be  acquired  by,  the  city  Recreation  and  Park  Commission.  Exceptions  are  made 
if  the  City  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Park  Commissions  determine  that  such  shade  would  not 
have  a  significant  impact  on  the  use  of  such  property. 

3.16.2  Site-Specific  Setting 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  nearest  protected  properties  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  are  the  Civic  Center 
Plaza  and  the  War  Memorial  open  space.  There  are  no  other  properties  subject  to  Proposition 
K  that  could  be  affected  by  shadows  from  the  site.  Other  properties  subject  to,  or  potentially 
subject  to,  Proposition  K  are  nearby,  but  are  beyond  shadows  from  the  site.  These  are  the 
existing  South  of  Market  Park  at  the  corner  of  Sixth  and  Folsom  Streets,  the  proposed  park  and 
school  on  the  site  of  the  existing  Bessie  Carmichael  School  at  55  Sherman  Street,  and  the  block 
bounded  by  Folsom,  Harrison,  and  Sixth  and  Seventh  Streets.  Although  not  protected  under 
Proposition  K,  the  Fulton  Street  Mall  and  UN  Plaza  are  also  of  interest  for  the  site. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  nearest  protected  properties  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  are  the  Civic 
Center  Plaza  and  the  Mini  Langton  Park.  The  other  properties  described  above  under  the  Tenth 
and  Market  Alternative  would  also  be  of  interest  to  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  involve  the  purchase  of  an  existing  structure  or  structures, 
which  have  not  been  identified.  Therefore,  a  description  of  nearby  protected  sites  cannot  be 
provided. 
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D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  Lease  Alternative  would  involve  leasing  an  existing  structure  or  structures,  which  have  not 
been  identified.  Therefore,  a  description  of  nearby  protected  sites  cannot  be  provided. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  federal  agencies  would  continue  to  be  housed  in  existing 
owned  and  leased  space  throughout  the  downtown  area.  Therefore,  no  new  shadowing  would 
occur. 
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This  section  analyzes  the  environmental  consequences  that  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  federal  building  project.  The  environmental  consequences  are 
examined  with  regard  to  sixteen  issue  areas  including  Geology  and  Landform,  Vegetation  and 
Wildlife,  Drainage,  Air  Quality,  Noise,  Natural  or  Depletable  Resources,  Land  Use  Consistency, 
Socioeconomics  and  Real  Estate  Market,  Aesthetics/Visual  Resources,  Historic  Resources, 
Public  Utilities  and  Public  Services,  Transportation  and  Circulation,  Hazardous  Substances, 
Wind,  Archaeological  Resources  and  Shadow.  For  each  issue  area  the  methodology  used  to 
evaluate  impacts  and  the  significance  thresholds  used  to  determine  the  level  of  impact  are 
described.  Thresholds  vary  depending  on  the  issue  area  being  examined. 

Impacts  are  examined  on  three  levels-short-term,  long-term  and  cumulative~and  are  categorized 
according  to  their  significance.  Impact  categories  include: 

[B]  Beneficial  impacts  which  improve  existing  conditions.  A  beneficial  impact  is  a 
consequence  brought  about  by  the  project  which  will  improve  or  have  a  positive  affect 
on  the  environment. 

[LS]  Adverse  project  impacts  found  to  be  less  than  significant.  Less  than  significant  impacts 
describe  the  consequences  of  a  project  that  are  not  sufficiently  disruptive  to  require 
mitigation  measures.  Minor  changes  in  the  environment  that  have  no  serious 
consequences  on  the  abundance  or  diversity  of  plant  or  animal  life,  for  example,  are 
classified  as  adverse  but  less  than  significant. 

[SM]  Significant  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  can  be  feasibly  mitigated  or  avoided.  In 
these  cases,  the  consequences  of  a  project  exceed  significance  thresholds  and  therefore 
are  considered  sufficiently  serious  that  some  form  of  mitigation  planning  is  needed. 
These  mitigations  can  involve  modifications  to  the  project,  changing  the  project  design 
to  avoid  conflicts  with  environmental  values,  or  performing  data  collection  procedures 
and  other  mitigation  prior  to  construction  (such  as  archaeological  data  recovery  or 
programs). 

[SU]  Significant  unavoidable  adverse  impacts  which  cannot  be  mitigated.  A  significant 
unavoidable  impact  is  a  problem  for  which  a  solution  has  not  been  formulated  due  either 
to  the  limits  of  technical  and/or  scientific  knowledge  or  infeasibility  due  to  technical, 
scientific,  economic,  or  social  policy  reasons. 

In  cases  where  impacts  can  be  mitigated,  appropriate  measures  are  identified  which  are  linked 
to  the  specific  impact  via  numbering.  For  example,  in  the  Geology  and  Landform  section,  4. 1, 
impacts  are  numbered  4.1  (A)-l,  4.1  (B)-l,  etc.  corresponding  to  the  appropriate  alternative  (A. 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative,  C.  Purchase  Alternative,  D. 
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Lease  Alternative,  E.  No  Action  Alternative).  Mitigations  are  similarly  numbered  with  the 
addition  of  a  lower  case  letter  identifying  the  sequence  of  the  mitigation  as  it  corresponds  to  the 
impact  (4.1(A)-!  a,  4.1(A)-!  b,  4.1-1(A)  c,  etc). 
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4.1         GEOLOGY  AND  LAND  FORM 

4.1.1  Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

The  potential  impacts  of  the  proposed  project  were  assessed  based  upon  a  review  of  the  available 
published  literature  referenced  in  Section  3.1,  regional  geologic  mapping,  and  aerial  photos. 
The  City  of  San  Francisco  does  not  have  adopted  significance  thresholds  to  assess  geologic 
impacts  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  or  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act  (CEQA).  The  City  of  San  Francisco  does,  however,  identify  potential  problematic 
geologic  areas  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  Community  Safety 
Element  (1988  and  draft  revision  of  1996)  and  San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation  (1974). 
The  principal  reference  sources  used  in  these  documents  are  Perkins  &  Boatwright  (1995), 
CDMG  (1995),  and  VRS/John  Blume  and  Associates  (1974).  These  documents  have  been 
utilized  to  develop  the  following  criteria  for  EIS/EIR  assessment  purposes.  Geology  and 
landform  impacts  are  considered  potentially  significant  if  the  project  would: 

•  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic  hazards  (landslides,  subsidence, 
erosion  and  liquefaction) 

•  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any  unique  geologic  or  physical  features 
of  the  site. 

Cumulative  geologic  impacts  would  be  considered  significant  if  the  proposed  project  would 
contribute  to  the  exposure  of  new  populations  to  geologic  hazards  associated  with  the  above 
conditions. 

4.1.2  Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
I.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.1(A)-!  Instability  of  onsite  soils  may  result  in  potential  short-term  impacts  to 
grading  and  excavation  activities.  This  impact  is  considered  potentially 
significant  but  mitigable.  [SM] 
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Project  implementation  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  would  require  onsite  grading 
and  excavation  associated  with  the  subterranean  parking  structure.  The  approximate  depth  of 
the  below  grade  level  is  20'  and  the  square  footage  is  estimated  to  be  150'  x  550'.  Approx- 
imately 60,000  cubic  yards  would  be  excavated  for  the  below  grade  level  (excluding  the 
foundation  system)  (Ciprazo,  written  communication,  June  12,  1995).  Unengineered  artificial 
fill  may  be  encountered  onsite,  and  is  assumed  to  be  prone  to  instability.  Due  to  the  potential 
for  soil  instability  onsite,  potential  short-term  impacts  to  grading  and  excavation  activities  may 
occur. 

As  previously  discussed  in  Section  3.1,  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  not  located 
within  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area  or  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studies  Earthquake  Fault  Zone 
(areas  along  active  faults,  one-quarter  mile  or  less  in  width,  to  provide  for  public  safety  in 
hazardous  fault  zones).  The  site  does  lie  within  a  liquefaction  hazard  zone.  Life  Safety  Policy 
4  of  the  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  as  implemented  by  the 
San  Francisco  Building  Code,  requires  geologic  or  soil  engineering  site  investigations  and 
compensating  structural  design  based  on  findings  for  all  new  structures  in  Special  Geologic  Study 
Areas.  The  federal  government  is  generally  exempt  from  local  regulations.  However,  several 
statutes  temper  this  exemption  including  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the 
Intergovernmental  Cooperation  Act  of  1968.  These  statutes  require  consideration  of  local 
comments  and  regulations  on  significant  federal  actions.  Therefore,  construction  activities  would 
take  into  consideration  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  and  Excavation  Standards  of  the 
California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Agency  (CAL/OSHA).  Compliance  with  applicable 
codes  would  mitigate  short-term  impacts  to  less  than  significant  levels. 

Impact  4.1(A)-2  Construction  and  excavation  activities  may  require  de watering  activities 
due  to  shallow  groundwater  occurrence  onsite.  Short-term  discharge  to 
storm  drains  could  reduce  receiving  water  quality.  Any  discharge  would 
require  an  NPDES  permit  from  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  (RWQCB).  Compliance  with  discharge  requirements  would 
eliminate  any  significant  impacts  to  receiving  water  quality.  [LS] 

Ground  water  sampling  conducted  on  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  from  1990  to  1993 
indicate  ground  water  levels  on  the  site  range  from  approximately  17  feet  to  23  feet  below 
grade.  Excavation  activities  associated  with  the  proposed  subterranean  parking  structure  would 
be  up  to  a  depth  of  20  feet  and  require  removal  of  approximately  60,000  cubic  yards  of  soil  (not 
including  excavation  for  the  foundation  system)  (Ciprazo,  written  communication,  June  12, 
1995).  Because  the  potential  for  shallow  ground  water  conditions  exists  within  the  project  area, 
and  may  occur  onsite,  dewatering  may  be  required.  The  discharge  of  ground  water  to  storm 
drain  infrastructure  may  contribute  to  a  reduction  in  receiving  water  quality.  Ground  water  and 
soil  contamination  has  been  documented  within  the  downtown  area  and  may  be  present  in  the 
site  vicinity.  Any  discharges  associated  with  dewatering  activities  would  require  a  National 
Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  Permit  from  the  California  Regional  Water 
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Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB).  Permit  requirements  typically  address  water  quality 
parameters,  including  priority  pollutants.  Compliance  with  discharge  requirements  would  reduce 
potential  impacts  to  receiving  water  quality  to  a  less  than  significant  level.  The  onsite  ground 
water  levels  would  be  established  within  the  site-specific  soils  engineering  study  required  under 
Life  Safety  Policy  4  as  implemented  by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code.  The  engineering 
study  will  also  assess  the  potential  for  subsidence  associated  with  dewatering  and  develop 
measures  to  prevent  subsidence.  Because  construction  activities  and  project  design  would 
incorporate  these  measures,  impacts  from  subsidence  would  not  be  significant. 

Impact  4.1(A)-3  Construction  activities  could  result  in  erosion  of  soils  and  subsequent 
deposition  of  sediments  offsite.  [SM] 

Project  construction  and  grading  activities  would  involve  onsite  operation  of  heavy  equipment, 
demolition  and  removal  of  building  structures,  onsite  vegetative  cover,  and  cutting  of  shallow 
excavations.  While  the  project  site  is  relatively  flat  and  the  potential  for  soil  erosion  is 
considered  to  be  low,  peak  storm  water  runoff  could  result  in  short-term  sheet  erosion  within 
areas  of  exposed  or  stockpiled  soils.  Furthermore,  onsite  compaction  of  soils  by  heavy 
equipment  may  reduce  infiltration  capacity  of  soils,  increase  runoff  and  erosion  potential.  If 
uncontrolled,  these  soil  materials  could  result  in  engineering  problems  including  the  blockage 
of  storm  drains  and  downstream  sedimentation.  This  condition  can  be  prevented  by  specifying 
Best  Management  Techniques  (BMTs)  to  reduce  erosion  of  disturbed  soils. 

2.  Long-Term 

Due  to  its  location  within  a  seismically  active  region,  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site 
would  be  subject  to  potential  long-term  geologic  hazards  associated  with  seismic  activity.  These 
geologic  hazards  and  their  potential  significance  are  discussed  below. 

Impact  4.1(A)-4  Project  implementation  would  not  significantly  alter  any  existing 
landforms,  thus  resulting  in  less  than  significant  impacts.  [LS] 

Project  implementation  would  not  significantly  alter  any  landforms  on  the  project  site.  Although 
project  implementation  would  require  excavation  for  foundation  and  below  grade  parking 
structure  construction,  extensive  grading  onsite  would  not  be  required  due  to  the  existing  site 
topography.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  associated  with  onsite  landforms  would  be  less  than 
significant. 

Impact  4. 1(A) -5  Potential  impacts  associated  with  groundshaking,  such  as  rupture  and 
ground  acceleration,  would  be  reduced  to  a  minimum  due  to  GSA 
compliance  with  specified  construction  standards  and  regulations.  [LS] 
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No  active  or  inactive  faults  are  known  to  exist  on  or  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project  site.  The 
site  is  not  located  within  any  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studies  Earthquake  Fault  Zone.  Potential 
impacts  associated  with  onsite  surface  fault  rupture  are,  therefore,  less  than  significant. 

Although  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  not  subject  to  potential  onsite  fault  rupturing, 
the  site  could  be  affected  by  very  strong  groundshaking  (intensity  "C"  per  Table  3.1  2)  from  a 
seismic  event  along  a  nearby  fault.  Significant  faults  within  the  region  capable  of  generating 
strong  ground  motion  are  listed  in  Table  3.1-1  (refer  to  Section  3.1). 

The  proposed  project  would  be  designed  to  meet  current  seismic  engineering  standards  of  the 
Uniform  Building  Code  (UBC).  Current  structural  specifications  contained  within  the  UBC  have 
generally  proven  to  be  satisfactory  under  conditions  of  earthquake-induced,  strong  groundshaking 
from  "near-field"  seismic  events.  As  the  proposed  project  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with 
these  codes,  potential  impacts  associated  with  groundshaking  are  less  than  significant. 

Impact  4. 1(A) -6  There  would  not  be  significant  potential  impacts  associated  with 
liquefaction  due  to  the  GSA  compliance  with  specified  construction 
standards  and  regulations.  [LS] 

The  site  is  located  in  proximity  to  areas  of  the  Mission  Creek  Drainage  that  wore  reclaimed  with 
uncnginccrcd  fill.  These  areas  arc  also  underlain  with  Bay  Mud  deposits,  which  may  be  prone 
to  liquefaction  during  a  seismic  event.  As  described  in  Section  3. 1 . 1 ,  the  site  is  likely  underlain 
by  artificial  fill  dune  sand  and  alluvial  deposits  that  may  be  prone  to  liquefaction  during  a 
seismic  event.  The  site  is  mapped  within  a  Seismic  Hazard  Zone  (liquefaction  hazard) 
designated  by  the  California  Department  of  conservation,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology.  As 
previously  discussed,  project  design  would  be  in  accordance  with  all  applicable  UBC  regulations. 
In  these  zones,  foundation  design  should  reflect  site-specific  soil  conditions  to  mitigate 
liquefaction  potential.  The  sponsor  will  investigate  the  potential  for  liquefaction  and  the  project 
design  must  incorporate  features  to  mitigate  any  recognized  liquefaction  hazard.  Therefore, 
impacts  associated  with  liquefaction  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Impact  4.1(A)-7  There  would  not  be  significant  potential  impacts  associated  with 
subsidence  due  to  GSA  compliance  with  specified  construction  standards 
and  regulations.  [LS] 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  underlain  with  alluvial  soils  that  have  the  potential  for 
subsidence  associated  with  increased  static  loads  or  ground  water  migration.  Project 
implementation  is  not  expected  to  alter  long-term  ground  water  levels  in  the  project  area. 
However,  the  potential  for  long-term  subsidence  associated  with  the  placement  of  structures  does 
exist  on  the  project  site.  Because  GSA  would  assess  and  address  subsidence  in  accordance  with 
Community  Safety  Element,  Life  Safety  Policy  4,  and  all  applicable  UBC  regulations,  potential 
impacts  associated  with  subsidence  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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3.  Cumulative 


Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  on  a  project-by-project  basis  would  reduce  potential 
cumulative  impacts  associated  with  geologic  hazards  in  the  San  Francisco  area  to  a  less  than 
significant  level.  With  regard  to  exposure  of  populations  to  geologic  hazards,  project 
implementation  would  not  exacerbate  the  existing  geologic  hazards  associated  with  the  San 
Francisco  area,  nor  would  it  increase  the  number  of  people  exposed  to  these  hazards  because  the 
building  would  conform  to  stringent  structural  standards.  In  addition,  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  site  is  not  located  in  a  Special  Geologic  Studies  Area.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts 
are  not  significant. 


4.  Mitigation  Measures 


The  following  mitigation  measures  are  proposed  to  reduce  short-term  geologic/landform  impacts 
associated  with  project  implementation  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site. 


4.1(A)-1  a)  The  proposed  project  shall  comply  with  the  Community  Safety  Element,  Life 
Safety  Policy  4,  and  CDMG  Seismic  Hazard  Zone  requirement  which  requires 
preparation  of  a  geologic  or  soil  engineering  site  investigation,  and  compensating 
structural  design  based  on  findings,  for  all  new-structures  in  areas  where  there  is 
potential  for  ground  failure,  including  liquefaction  and  subsidence  and  comply 
with  4994  California  Building  Code  applicable  sections.  The  project  design  must 
include  mitigation  of  any  such  recognized  hazards.  Such  an  investigation  shall 
as3C33  potential  impacts  associated  with  groundshaking,  liquefaction,  and 
subsidence.  Recommendations  shall  be  considered  for  inclusion  into  the  project 
design. 

b)  The  proposed  project  shall  comply  with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  and 
Excavation  Standards  of  the  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Agency 
(CAL/OSHA). 


4.1(A)-2  a)  During  construction  activities,  a  storm  water  prevention  plan  specifying  Best 
Management  Techniques  (BMTs)  shall  be  utilized  to  control  movement  of 
sediments  offsite,  thereby  reducing  the  amount  of  sediment  entering  the  storm 
drain/sewer  system.  BMTs  include  siltation  barriers,  berms  and  associated 
drainage  mechanisms  designed  to  protect  City  streets  and  infrastructure  from 
damage  due  to  storm  water  runoff.  These  techniques  shall  be  subject  to  review 
and  comment  by  the  Industrial  Waste  Division  of  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works 
Department.  Specified  measures  are  as  follows: 
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•  Stabilization  of  stockpiled  materials. 

•  Placement  of  sandbags,  hay  bales,  silt  fences,  or  other  barrier  devices 
downslope  of  graded  areas  to  prevent  entrainment  of  exposed  soils. 

•  Installation  of  sediment  barriers  and/or  traps  around  drainage  infrastructure. 

•  Prevention  of  off-site  tracking  of  sediment  by  vehicles  through  stabilized 
construction  entrances. 

•  Periodic  washdown  (into  sediment  traps)  of  affected  impervious  surface 
areas. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

The  impacts  associated  with  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  are  similar  to  those  of  the 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  and  will  not  be  repeated  in  this  section. 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  would  result 
in  construction  approximately  three  blocks  east  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site.  The 
j  Seventh  and  Mission  site  has  been  mapped  within  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area  Seismic  Hazard 
j  Zone  by  the  California  Department  of  conservation,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  in  which 
there  are  geological  hazards.  As  a  result,  this  site  would  be  more  subject  to  liquefaction  and 
subsidence  than  the  Tenth  and  Market  site.  However,  these  hazards  could  be  mitigated  through 
implementation  of  the  same  mitigation  measures  described  under  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  (see  measure  4.1(A)-1  a). 

2.  Long-Term 

Due  to  its  location  within  a  seismically  active  region,  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site 
would  be  subject  to  potential  long-term  geologic  hazards  associated  with  seismic  activity.  These 
geologic  hazards  and  their  potential  significance  arc  similar  to  those  discussed  in  regard  to  the 
|  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  An  extract  from  a  Location  Map  of  Ground  Failures  from  the 
|  1906  San  Francisco  Earthquake,  and  a  description  of  earthquake  damage  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
|  site  (Youd  and  Hoose,  1978)  is  presented  in  Comment  Letter  9  of  Section  12.  As  stated  in  the 
|  comment  letter,  the  vicinity  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  was  subject  to  greater 
|  earthquake-induced  ground  deformation  in  the  1906  and  1989  earthquakes  than  the  vicinity  of 
|  the  10th  and  Market  Alternative  site.  On  the  basis  of  the  site  being  mapped  within  a  Special 
!  Geologic  Study  Area  Seismic  Hazard  Zone  and  the  performance  of  the  sites  during  historic 
|  earthquakes,  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  would  likely  be  subject  to  greater  geologic 
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hazards  than  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site.  These  measures  could  be  mitigated  through  j 
implementation  of  the  same  mitigation  measures  described  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  j 
Alternative.  j 

Landforms.  Project  implementation  would  not  significantly  later  any  landforms  on  the  project 
site.  Although  project  implementation  would  require  excavation  for  foundation  and  below  grade 
parking  structure  construction,  extensive  grading  onsite  would  not  be  required  due  to  the  existing 
site  topography.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  associated  with  onsite  landforms  would  be  less 
than  significant  as  stated  in  impact  4.1(A)-4  above. 

Groundshaking.  No  active  or  inactive  faults  are  known  to  exist  on  or  adjacent  to  the  proposed 
project  site.  The  site  is  not  located  within  any  Alquist-Priolo  Special  Studies  Earthquake  Fault  j 
Zone.  Potential  impacts  associated  with  onsite  surface  fault  rupture  are,  therefore,  less  than 
significant  as  stated  in  impact  4.1(A)-5. 

Although  the  Tenth  and  Market  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  not  subject  to  potential  | 
onsite  fault  rupturing,  the  site  could  be  affected  by  violent  groundshaking  (intensity  "B"  per 
Table  3.1  2)  from  a  seismic  event  along  a  nearby  fault.  Significant  faults  within  the  region 
capable  of  generating  strong  ground  motion  are  listed  in  Table  3.1-1  (refer  to  Section  3.1). 

As  with  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  the  proposed  project  would  be  designed  to  meet 
current  seismic  engineering  standards  of  the  Uniform  Building  Code  (UBC).  Current  structural 
specifications  contained  within  the  UBC  have  generally  proven  to  be  satisfactory  under 
conditions  of  earthquake-induced,  strong  groundshaking  from  "near-field"  seismic  events.  As 
the  proposed  project  would  be  designed  in  accordance  with  these  codes,  potential  impacts 
associated  with  groundshaking  are  less  than  significant. 

Liquefaction.  As  previously  discussed  in  Section  3.1,  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site 
is  located  in  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area  Seismic  Hazard  Zone  and  a  Liquefaction  Hazard  \ 
Area,  as  designated  in  the  Community  Safety  Element  by  CDMG  (1995).  The  site  is  ohe  j 
located  in  proximity  to  areas  of  the  Mission  Creek  Drainage  that  were  reclaimed  with 
unengineered  fill.  These  areas  are  also  underlain  with  Bay  Mud  deposits,  certain  layers  of  which  j 
may  be  prone  to  liquefaction  during  a  seismic  event.  As  described  in  Section  3.1.1,  the  site  is  j 
likely  underlain  by  artificial  fill  and  alluvial  deposits  that  may  be  prone  to  liquefaction  during  j 
a  seismic  event.  Under  the  Plants-Element's  Life  Safety  Policy  4,  implemented  by  the  Building  J 
Code,  and  per  the  Seismic  Hazard  Zone,  CDMG,  designation  the  proposed  project  would  require  j 
preparation  of  a  geologic  or  soil  engineering  site  investigation,  and  compensating  structural 
design  based  on  findings,  for  all  new-structures  in  areas  where  there  is  potential  for  ground  j 
failure  including  liquefaction  and  subsidence.   Potential  impacts  associated  with  liquefaction  j 
would  be  assessed  during  this  investigation,  and  subsequent  recommendations  would  be  included 
in  the  project  design.  As  previously  discussed,  the  project  design  would  be  designed  | 
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in  accordance  with  all  applicable  UBC  regulations, — Therefore,  impacts  associated  with 
liquefaction  would  not  be  significant. 

Subsidence.  The  Tenth  and  Market  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  underlain  with 
alluvial  soils  that  have  the  potential  for  subsidence  associated  with  increased  static  loads  or 
ground  water  migration.  Project  implementation  is  not  expected  to  alter  long-term  ground  water 
levels  in  the  project  area.  However,  the  potential  for  long-term  subsidence  associated  with  the 
placement  of  structures  does  exist  on  the  project  site.  Potential  impacts  associated  with 
subsidence  would  be  assessed  and  mitigated  through  compliance  with  Community  Safety 
Element,  Life  Safety  Policy  4,  and  compliance  with  CDMG  requirements  for  Seismic  Hazards 
Zonesall  applicable  UBC  regulations.  Therefore,  potential  impacts  associated  with  subsidence 
would  be  less  than  significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

Locating  the  proposed  federal  building  in  the  downtown  area  would  expose  larger  numbers  of 
persons  to  future  earthquake  hazards  if  a  seismic  event  occurred  during  the  work  day  due  to  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative's  location  in  a  Special  Geologic  Study  Area  Seismic  Hazard 
Zone.  In  addition,  However,  implementation  of  mitigation  measures  on  a  project-by-project 
basis  would  reduce  potential  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  geologic  hazards  in  the  San 
Francisco  area  at  the  site  to  a  less  than  significant  level.  However,  In  addition,  because  new 
structures  are  subject  to  stringent  structural  standards,  people  working  in  new  buildings  would 
be  relatively  safer  than  those  working  in  older  existing  buildings.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts 
are  not  considered  significant. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Potential  geologic/landform  impacts  associated  with  implementation  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  the  mitigation  measures  previously 
discussed  with  regard  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  Site.  Refer  to  measures  4. 1(A)- 1  and 
4.1(A)-2. 

C.         Purchase  Alternative 
I.  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  most  likely  result  in  the  purchase  of  an 
existing  building  in  the  greater  Civic  Center  area  or  in  the  Central  Business  District.  Occupancy 
of  a  purchased  building  would  involve  interior  retrofitting  of  an  existing  building,  and  is  not 
expected  to  alter  the  site.  Therefore,  implementation  of  this  alternative  would  not  result  in  any 
short-term  geologic/landform  impacts. 
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2.  Long-Term 

Implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  most  likely  result  in  the  purchase  of  an 
existing  building  in  the  greater  Civic  Center  area  or  in  the  Central  Business  District.  As  this 
building  would  already  exist,  building  design  and  construction  would  be  in  compliance  with  Life 
Safety  Policy  4  and  applicable  current  UBC  regulations  regarding  geologic  hazards.  In  the  event 
that  the  purchased  building  is  not  in  compliance  with  these  regulations,  retrofitting  would  take 
place  prior  to  occupancy.  Therefore,  implementation  of  this  alternative  would  not  result  in  any 
geologic/landform  impacts. 

3.  Cumulative 

With  regard  to  exposure  of  populations  to  geologic  hazards,  implementation  of  the  purchase 
alternative  would  not  exacerbate  the  existing  geologic  hazards  associated  with  the  San  Francisco 
area,  nor  would  it  increase  the  number  of  populace  exposed  to  these  hazards.  Therefore, 
cumulative  impacts  are  not  significant. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  new  short-  or  long-term 
impacts  to  geology.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

D.         Lease  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  Lease  Alternative  would  most  likely  result  in  occupancy  of  leased  office 
space  in  the  greater  Civic  Center  area  or  in  the  Central  Business  District.  Occupancy  would 
involve  interior  retrofitting  of  an  existing  building,  and  is  not  expected  to  alter  the  site. 
Therefore,  implementation  of  this  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  short-term  geologic 
impacts. 

2.  Long-Term 

Implementation  of  the  Lease  Alternative  would  most  likely  result  in  the  lease  of  an  existing 
building  in  the  greater  Civic  Center  area  or  in  the  Central  Business  District.  As  this  building 
would  already  exist,  building  design  and  construction  would  be  in  compliance  with  Life  Safety 
Policy  4  and  applicable  current  UBC  regulations  regarding  geologic  hazards.  In  the  event  that 
the  leased  building  is  not  in  compliance,  necessary  retrofitting  would  be  completed  to  bring  the 
building  into  compliance  or  GSA  would  not  lease  the  space.  Therefore,  implementation  of  this 
alternative  would  not  result  in  any  long-term  geologic  impacts. 
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3.  Cumulative 

Cumulative  impacts  associated  with  geologic  hazards  in  the  San  Francisco  area  are  less  than 
significant.  With  regard  to  exposure  of  populations  to  geologic  hazards,  leasing  space  would 
not  exacerbate  the  existing  geologic  hazards  associated  with  the  San  Francisco  area,  nor  would 
it  increase  the  number  of  populace  exposed  to  these  hazards.  Therefore,  cumulative  impacts  are 
not  significant. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

j  Implementation  of  the  Lease  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  short-  or  long-term  or 
|  cumulative  impacts  to  geology.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  entail  the  continued  use  of  leased  and 
federally  owned  space.  No  additional  construction  would  occur.  Therefore,  no  short-term 
geologic  impacts  would  be  associated  with  implementation  of  this  alternative. 

2.  Long-Term 

Continued  use  of  the  existing  federally-owned  or  commercially  leased  space  would  not  alter 
existing  geologic  conditions.  Therefore,  no  long-term  geologic  impacts  would  be  associated  with 
implementation  of  this  alternative. 

3.  Cumulative 

Continued  use  of  the  existing  Federally  owned  or  commercially  leased  space  would  not  alter  the 
existing  geologic  conditions,  nor  would  it  expose  additional  populace  to  geologic  hazards  in  the 
San  Francisco  area.  Therefore,  no  cumulative  geologic  impacts  would  be  associated  with 
implementation  of  this  alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  additional  short-  or  long- 
|  term  or  cumulative  impacts  to  geology.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
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4.2.1  Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds. 

Project  impacts  were  determined  through  a  query  of  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game's  Natural  Diversity  Database  (CNDDB),  site  visits  conducted  by  Fugro  West,  Inc.,  and 
review  of  previously  prepared  City  of  San  Francisco  environmental  documents. 

For  purposes  of  this  analysis,  an  impact  would  be  considered  significant  to  vegetation  or  wildlife 
if  it  is  expected  to  cause  any  reduction  in  population  of  species  considered  rare,  threatened, 
endangered,  and/or  sensitive  by  responsible  monitoring  agencies  (e.g.,  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  and  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game). 

4.2.2  Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.2 (A)- 1  Construction  activities  would  increase  noise  and  dust  levels.  This  impact 
is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Noise  and  dust  associated  with  site  preparation  and  building  construction  activities  may  disturb 
urban  wildlife  species  utilizing  the  project  area.  However,  these  species  are  widespread  in  the 
region  and  this  disturbance  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact. 

Impact  4.2(A)-2  Construction  may  require  the  removal  of  street  trees.  This  impact  is 
considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Construction  of  the  proposed  federal  building  may  include  the  removal  of  street  trees  (less  than 
four),  which  would  be  reviewed  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  Once  the  site  is  developed,  onsite 
landscaping  would  replace  some  or  all  of  the  lost  vegetation,  and  wildlife  using  those  trees  for 
cover,  nesting,  and  foraging  may  recolonize  the  site. 

Impact  4.2(A)-3  No  sensitive  biological  resources  were  found  onsite;  therefore,  the 
proposed  action  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact  to  sensitive 
species.  This  impact  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

No  rare,  endangered,  threatened,  exotic,  important,  or  otherwise  sensitive  biological  resources, 
or  habitats  were  found  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site,  nor  are  any  expected  given  the 
urbanized  conditions. 
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2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.2(A)-4  Significant  long-term  impacts  from  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
would  not  result  from  temporary  vegetation  loss.  This  impact  is 
considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  development  of  the  proposed  Federal  Building  would  not  result  in  significant  long-term 
vegetation  and/or  wildlife  impacts  because  the  site  is  primarily  urbanized  and  is  utilized  by 
common  urban  species.  Including  landscape  vegetation  around  the  building  would  provide 
replacement  habitat  for  temporarily  displaced  populations. 

3.  Cumulative 

Because  the  proposed  project,  in  conjunction  with  approved  and  pending  projects  in  the  vicinity, 
would  not  remove  any  natural  habitat  and  would  incorporate  landscaping  in  project  design,  no 
significant  cumulative  impacts  to  biological  resources  would  result. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Impacts  resulting  from  the  development  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  for  the  Federal 
Building  would  not  have  any  significant  impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife.  Therefore,  no 
mitigation  is  required. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.2(B)-!  Construction  activities  would  increase  noise  and  dust  levels.  This  impact 
is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Noise  and  dust  associated  with  site  preparation  and  building  construction  activities  may  disturb 
urban  wildlife  species  utilizing  the  project  area.  However,  these  species  are  widespread  in  the 
region  and  this  disturbance  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.2(B)-2  Significant  long-term  impacts  from  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 
would  not  result  from  temporary  vegetation  loss.  This  impact  is 
considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  development  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  for  a  Federal  Building  would  not 
result  in  significant  long-term  vegetation  and/or  wildlife  impacts  because  the  site  is  primarily 
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urbanized  and  is  utilized  by  common  urban  species.  Including  landscape  vegetation  around  the 
building  would  provide  replacement  habitat  for  temporarily  displaced  populations. 

3.  Cumulative 

The  cumulative  impacts  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  are  the  same  as  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Impacts  resulting  from  the  development  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  for  the 
Federal  Building  would  not  have  any  significant  impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife.  Therefore, 
no  mitigation  is  required. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

No  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife  would  result  from  the 
purchase  of  an  existing  building  for  use  by  federal  agencies. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

No  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife  would  result  from  the 
lease  of  existing  office  building  space  for  use  by  federal  agencies. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Continued  use  of  the  existing  federally  owned  or  commercially  leased  space  in  the  San 
Francisco  Central  Business  District  would  not  result  in  any  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative 
impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife. 
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4.3  DRAINAGE 


4.3.1       Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

The  following  impact  assessment  was  based  upon  review  of  the  proposed  project  grading  plans 
and  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  documents.  The  assessment  of  project  and  cumulative 
impacts  was  based  upon  consultation  with  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public 
Works.  The  proposed  project  is  determined  to  have  a  significant  project-specific  or  cumulative 
impact  if  implementation  would  increase  the  risk  associated  with  flooding  hazards  to  an 
unacceptable  level.  Potential  impacts  of  sediment  discharges  on  receiving  water  quality  are 
discussed  in  Section  4.1. 

4.3.2.     Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.3(A)-1  Depositing  of  sediment  during  dewatering  and  other  construction 
activities  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  as  well  as  potential 
entrainment  and  offsite  movement  of  disturbed  soils  may  result  in 
sediment  deposition  within  project  area  drainage/sewer  lines.  This 
impact  is  considered  to  be  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Standard  dewatering  practices  would  be  used  on-site.  Dewatering  is  discussed  in  Section  4.1.2 
(impact  4.1  (A)-2). 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.3(A)-2  Although  drainage  patterns  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  may 
be  altered  by  the  proposed  project,  storm  runoff  volumes  and  peak  flows 
are  not  expected  to  be  increased.  Therefore,  this  impact  is  considered  less 
than  significant.  [LS] 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  not  located  within  any  areas  that  are  subject  to 
significant  inundation  from  either  precipitation  events,  tidal  events  or  reservoir  failure.  As  the 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  currently  covered  with  impervious  surfaces,  project 
implementation  would  not  result  in  any  significant  increases  in  surface  areas  on  the  site.  City 
of  San  Francisco  Public  Works  staff  indicate  that  existing  drainage  infrastructure  is  adequate  to 
serve  the  project  area,  and  that  implementation  of  the  project  would  not  result  in  any  increase 
in  the  potential  for  flooding  (Anderson,  personal  communication,  1994).  Project  design  would 
conform  to  the  Uniform  Building  Code  (UBC)  requirements  regarding  drainage  and  flood 
protection.  Therefore,  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 
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3.  Cumulative 

Impact  4.3(A)-3  As  the  majority  of  the  Bayside  drainage  area  is  currently  urbanized, 
increases  in  impervious  surface  area  associated  with  cumulative 
development  are  not  expected  to  be  significant.  [LS] 

Because  the  Tenth  and  Market  project  would  not  increase  impervious  surface  areas  on  the  site, 
cumulative  natural  hazard  impacts  associated  with  increased  flooding  within  the  drainage  area 
would  be  less  than  significant. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  impacts  associated  with  flooding  are  considered  less  than  significant,  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required.  Mitigation  to  reduce  problems  associated  with  the  movement  of  soils 
off  site  and  deposition  into  the  City's  infrastructure  is  presented  in  Geology  and  Landform, 
Section  4.1. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.3(B)-!  Depositing  of  sediment  during  construction  activities  at  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  Alternative  site,  potential  entrainment  and  offsite  movement  of 
disturbed  soils  may  result  in  sediment  deposition  within  project  area 
drainage/sewer  lines.  This  impact  is  considered  to  be  less  than 
significant.  [LS] 

Short-term  impacts  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  associated  with  offsite  movement 
of  disturbed  soil  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.3(B)-2  Although  drainage  patterns  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site 
may  be  altered  by  the  proposed  project,  storm  runoff  volumes  and  peak 
flows  are  not  expected  to  be  increased.  Therefore,  this  impact  is 
considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  not  located  within  any  areas  that  are  subject  to 
significant  inundation  from  either  precipitation  events,  tidal  events  or  reservoir  failure.  The  site 
is  currently  covered  with  impervious  surfaces.  Consequently,  project  implementation  would  not 
result  in  any  increase  in  impervious  surface  areas  on  the  site.  City  of  San  Francisco  Public 
Works  staff  indicate  that  existing  drainage  infrastructure  is  adequate  to  serve  the  project  area, 
and  that  implementation  of  the  project  would  not  result  in  any  increase  in  the  potential  for 
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flooding  (Anderson,  personal  communication,  1994).  Project  design  would  conform  to  UBC 
requirements  regarding  drainage  and  flood  protection.  Therefore,  impacts  would  be  less  than 
significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

Cumulative  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  impacts  associated  with  flooding  are  considered  less  than  significant  and  standard 
construction  practices  would  be  implemented,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

C.         Purchase  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  result  in  the  retrofit  and  occupancy  of  an 
existing  office  building.  This  retrofit  is  not  expected  to  significantly  alter  the  exterior  portions 
of  the  building.  Therefore,  no  short-term  construction  impacts  are  expected. 

2.  Long-Term 

As  previously  discussed,  implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  is  not  expected  to  affect 
portions  of  the  project  site  outside  of  the  existing  building.  Therefore,  project  implementation 
would  not  affect  existing  flow  paths  or  alter  peak  flow  volumes,  and  natural  hazard  impacts 
associated  with  implementation  of  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

Because  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  not  affect  drainage,  it  would  create  no  cumulative 
impacts. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 


Son  Francisco  Federal  Building 


4.3-3 


Final  EIS/EK 


4.3  Drainage 


D.  Lease  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  Lease  Alternative  would  result  in  the  retrofit  and  occupancy  of  an  existing 
office  building.  This  retrofit  is  not  expected  to  significantly  alter  the  exterior  portions  of  the 
building.  Therefore,  no  short-term  construction  impacts  are  expected. 

2.  Long-Term 

As  previously  discussed,  implementation  of  the  Lease  Alternative  is  not  expected  to  affect 
portions  of  the  project  site  outside  of  the  existing  building.  Therefore,  project  implementation 
would  not  affect  existing  flow  paths  or  alter  peak  flow  volumes,  and  natural  hazard  impacts 
associated  with  implementation  of  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

Because  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  not  affect  drainage,  it  would  create  no  cumulative 
impacts. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

£.  No  Action  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  alter  the  existing  sites.  Therefore,  no 
short-term  impacts  would  be  associated  with  implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

2.  Long-Term 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  alterations  to  the  existing 
drainage  of  the  existing  sites,  or  the  surrounding  area. 

3.  Cumulative 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  affect  the  existing  drainage  system  in 
the  area.  Therefore,  implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any 
cumulative  impact. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
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4.4.1       Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

The  air  quality  impact  analysis  was  prepared  according  to  guidance  contained  in  Draft  BAAQMD 
CEQA  Guidelines,  Assessing  the  Air  Quality  Impacts  of  Projects  and  Plans  (Guidelines) 
(BAAQMD,  December  1995).  Although  they  are  presently  in  draft  form,  the  Guidelines  are 
expected  to  be  adopted  with  minimal  changes  prior  to  the  end  of  the  public  review  period  for 
this  EIS/EIR.  Therefore,  this  EIS/EIR  adopts  the  significance  thresholds  of  the  Guidelines  for 
use  in  determining  the  significance  of  project  impacts  under  both  CEQA  and  NEPA. 

The  project  has  the  potential  to  cause  two  types  of  air  quality  impacts:  temporary  impacts 
arising  from  construction  activities  and  long-term  impacts  associated  with  increased  traffic,  the 
operation  of  the  building,  and  other  ongoing  activities. 

With  respect  to  construction  impacts,  the  pollutant  of  greatest  concern  under  the  guidelines  is 
fine  particulate  matter  (PM10).  The  Guidelines  set  forth  a  number  of  control  measures  that, 
when  implemented,  reduce  short-term  PM10  impacts  to  a  level  of  insignificance  (Draft 
Guidelines,  p.  14,  Table  2): 

a)  All  active  construction  areas  shall  be  watered  at  least  twice  daily  using 
reclaimed  water. 

b)  All  trucks  hauling  soil,  sand,  and  other  loose  materials  shall  be  covered  or 
maintain  at  least  two  feet  of  free-board. 

c)  All  unpaved  access  roads,  parking  areas  and  staging  areas  at  the  project 
construction  site  shall  be  paved  or  watered  three  times  daily,  or  be  stabilized 
using  a  non-toxic  soil  stabilizer. 

d)  All  paved  access  roads,  parking  areas  and  staging  areas  at  the  project 
construction  site  shall  be  swept  daily  (preferably  with  water  sweepers). 

e)  Public  streets  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  project  construction  site  shall 
be  swept  daily  (preferably  with  water  sweepers)  if  visible  soil  material  is 
carried  from  the  construction  site. 

If  the  project  includes  all  of  these  measures,  short-term  air  quality  impacts  would  be  considered 
less  than  significant. 

For  potential  long-term  air  quality  impacts,  this  EIS/EIR  looks  at  two  types  of  impacts  for  which 
the  Guidelines  have  established  thresholds.  First,  BAAQMD  has  adopted  thresholds  based  on 
total  daily  emissions  for  three  criteria  pollutants:  Reactive  Organic  Gasses  (ROG),  Nitrogen 
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Oxides  (NOx),  and  Particulate  Matter  (PM10).  The  threshold  for  each  is  80  pounds  per  day. 
An  exceedance  of  this  threshold  for  any  of  these  pollutants  would  constitute  a  significant  long- 
term  impact  of  the  project. 

Second,  the  Guidelines  also  establish  a  threshold  for  local  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  concentrations 
due  to  increased  vehicular  traffic.  The  threshold  is  9  parts  per  million  (ppm)  averaged  over  8 
hours,  and  20  ppm  over  1  hour.  If  increased  vehicle  emissions  would  cause  local  concentrations 
of  CO  to  exceed  either  of  these  ambient  standards,  this  would  be  considered  a  significant  impact. 
Where  the  existing  CO  level  already  exceeds  these  standards,  an  impact  would  be  significant  if 
it  would  substantially  increase  the  existing  exceedance. 

Other  potential  impacts  related  to  project  operations  for  which  the  Guidelines  have  established 
thresholds  ~  odors,  toxic  air  contaminants,  and  accidental  releases  of  acutely  hazardous  air 
pollutants  ~  are  not  associated  with  the  operation  of  an  office  building  such  as  the  proposed 
project. 

4.4.2      Impact  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

4.4(A)-!  Construction  activity  would  generate  air  emissions  and  affect  regional  air  quality. 

However,  air  quality  impacts  are  considered  insignificant  because  construction- 
related  emissions  would  be  reduced  through  implementation  of  appropriate 
control  measures.  [LS] 

Construction-related  emissions  are  generally  short-term  in  duration,  but  may  still  cause  adverse 
air  quality  impacts.  Fine  particulate  matter  (PM1Q)  is  the  pollutant  of  greatest  concern  with 
respect  to  construction  activities.  PM10  emissions  result  from  a  variety  of  construction  activities 
including  excavation,  grading,  demolition,  vehicle  travel  on  unpaved  surfaces  and  vehicle/ 
equipment  exhaust  (BAAQMD,  1995).  The  BAAQMD's  approach  to  CEQA/NEPA  analysis  of 
construction  impacts  is  to  emphasize  implementation  of  effective  and  comprehensive  control 
measures  rather  than  detailed  quantification  of  emissions  (BAAQMD,  1995).  The  Guidelines 
include  a  list  of  control  measures  to  reduce  construction-related  PM,0  emissions.  These  control 
measures  are  subdivided  into  basic  control  measures,  enhanced  control  measures  (for 
construction  sites  greater  than  four  acres),  and  optional  control  measures  (for  large  sites  or  sites 
adjacent  to  sensitive  receptors).  Under  the  Guidelines,  full  implementation  of  the  appropriate 
control  measures  would  result  in  construction  impacts  that  were  less  than  significant.  The  Tenth 
and  Market  site  is  less  than  four  acres.  Therefore,  the  basic  control  measures  are  appropriate 
for  the  site.  Because  these  control  measures  would  be  fully  implemented  by  the  project 
applicant,  project  short-term  impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant. 
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2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.4(A)-2  Emissions  due  to  project  implementation  would  not  exceed  BAAQMD 
thresholds.  This  is  considered  a  less  than  significant  impact.  [LS] 

The  new  Federal  facilities  would  generate  additional  vehicle  trips  in  the  Bay  Area  Air  Basin. 
Peak  p.m.  vehicle  trip  generation  rates  (205  vehicle  trips  per  hour)  were  taken  from  the  traffic 
analysis  (Wilbur  Smith  &  Associates,  1994)  and  converted  to  daily  values  (2116  vehicle  trips 
per  day)  using  person  trip  generation  rates.  The  URBEMIS  model  (Version  5.0)  was  used  to 
calculate  daily  vehicle  emissions  at  the  time  the  project  is  occupied  (1999).  Model  input  values 
used  in  the  analysis  are  consistent  with  the  Guidelines  (BAAQMD,  1995).  Project  vehicle 
emissions  were  calculated  for  both  winter  and  summer  conditions  (ambient  temperature  and  fuel 
vapor  pressure).  The  highest  value  (winter  or  summer)  for  each  pollutant  is  presented  in  Table 
4.4-1  and  calculations  are  documented  in  Appendix  B. 

The  new  Federal  facilities  would  generate  electrical  demand  and  result  in  natural  gas  combustion 
for  space  and  water  heating.  Electrical  demand  would  result  in  electrical  generation  emissions 
from  local  powerplants.  Natural  gas  combustion  would  generate  emissions  directly  from  the 
heater  burners.  Emission  factors  and  usage  factors  are  obtained  from  the  SCAQMD  CEQA  Air 
Quality  Handbook  (1993).  The  electrical  demand  and  natural  gas  emissions  are  combined  and 
presented  in  Table  4.4-1  as  utilities. 


Table  4.4-1.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  Long-Term  Emissions 


SOURCE 

Pounds  per  Day 

ROG 

NO, 

PMir 

Vehicles 

36.7 

25.8 

3.0 

Utilities  (Gas  &  Electric) 

0.5 

32.0 

1.0 

TOTAL 

37.2 

57.8 

4.0 

BAAQMD  Threshold 

80 

80 

80 

Total  long-term  emissions  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  do  not  exceed  the  BAAQMD 
emissions  thresholds.  Therefore,  these  emissions  are  not  considered  a  significant  impact  to 
regional  air  quality. 

Impact  4.4(  A)-3  Project  implementation  would  exacerbate  the  existing  exceedances  of  the 
State  8-hour  carbon  monoxide  (CO)  standard  at  receptor  locations  at 
Van  Ness/Hayes,  Van  N ess/Mission  and  Tenth/Mission  intersections. 
This  is  considered  a  less  than  significant  impact.  [LS] 
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Traffic-congested  intersections  have  the  potential  to  result  in  high  levels  of  carbon  monoxide, 
known  as  CO  "hot  spots."  Such  "hot  spots"  are  defined  as  locations  where  the  ambient  CO 
concentrations  exceed  the  State  or  Federal  ambient  air  quality  standards.  Sensitive  receptors 
could  be  adversely  affected  at  concentrations  less  than  the  standard.  Sensitive  receptors  are 
generally  defined  as  land  uses  that  are  occupied  by  persons  actively  exercising  or  more  sensitive 
to  air  pollution,  including  hospitals,  nursing  homes,  schools  and  parks.  CO  can  be  especially 
dangerous  for  people  with  heart  disease,  anemia,  emphysema,  asthma  and  other  respiratory 
ailments.  However,  no  sensitive  receptors  occur  in  the  vicinity  of  the  intersections  affected  by 
the  project. 

Receptors  selected  for  analysis  are  the  nearest  occupied  structures.  Locations  within  a  right-of- 
way  (including  pedestrian  overcrossings,  crosswalks  and  sidewalks),  parking  lots,  or  any  other 
locations  where  exposures  are  either  transitory  or  work-related  are  not  considered  receptors 
(Caltrans,  1988).  However,  where  no  occupied  structures  were  located  near  an  intersection, 
concentrations  were  measured  from  a  "worst  case"  location  (e.g.,  the  nearest  sidewalk). 

Peak  PM  traffic  volumes  (turning  movements)  from  the  traffic  analysis  (Wilbur  Smith  & 
Associates,  1994)  were  reviewed  to  select  intersections  for  hot  spot  analysis.  Intersections  which 
would  operate  at  level  of  service  (LOS)  D  or  below  were  selected  for  analysis  using  the 
CALINE4  model  developed  by  the  California  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans)  (see 
Section  4.12,  Transportation  and  Circulation  for  existing  and  projected  levels  of  service  in  the 
project  areas).  Meteorological  inputs  to  the  model  are  worst-case  values  for  coastal  areas  as 
listed  in  Air  Quality  Technical  Analysis  Notes  (Caltrans,  1988).  Emission  factors  were  obtained 
from  the  EMFAC7F  Model  (ARB,  1993a),  adjusted  for  County-specific  fleet  mix  from  the 
BURDEN7F  Model  (ARB,  1993c)  and  adjusted  for  cold  start  emissions  based  upon  the 
relationship  between  the  average  trip  length  in  the  County  (6.4  miles)  and  the  cold  start  distance 
in  the  Federal  test  protocol  (3.59  miles).  Background  CO  concentrations  were  estimated  by 
obtaining  1992  ambient  CO  concentrations  in  the  project  area  and  "rolling  back"  to  reflect  lower 
CO  concentrations  in  future  years.  This  methodology  is  consistent  with  the  Guidelines 
(BAAQMD,  1995).  Model  inputs  reflect  winter  morning  meteorological  conditions  (cold 
temperatures,  low  wind  speed,  very  stable  air  mass).  However,  traffic  volumes  used  in  the 
model  are  p.m.  peak  values  because  an  a.m.  peak  hour  traffic  analysis  was  not  conducted. 
Therefore,  the  intersection  modeling  should  be  considered  conservative  because  a.m.  peak  traffic 
volumes  are  typically  less  than  p.m.  peak  volumes. 

Eight-hour  CO  concentrations  for  project  impact  scenarios  (year  1999)  are  estimated  by 
subtracting  the  background  concentration  (7  ppm)  from  the  1-hour  values,  multiplying  by  a 
persistence  factor  (0.7)  and  adding  the  8-hour  background  concentration  (4.7  ppm).  8-hour  CO 
concentrations  for  cumulative  impact  scenarios  (year  2010)  are  estimated  by  subtracting  the 
background  concentration  (5.2  ppm)  from  the  1-hour  values,  multiplying  by  a  persistence  factor 
(0.7)  and  adding  the  8-hour  background  concentration  (3.5  ppm).  CALINE4  modeling  inputs 
and  outputs  are  included  in  Appendix  B  and  the  results  are  presented  in  Table  4.4-2. 
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Table  4.4-2.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  Ambient  CO  Concentrations 

(ppm  1-Hour/ppm  8-hour)* 


Intersection 

Receptor 

Existing  (1999) 

Existing  +  Project 
(1999) 

Cumulative  + 
Project  (2010) 

Van  Ness/Hayes 

Worst-case 

1  C  A/1  A  1 

1 3.0/10.3 

1  c  1  / 1  A  A 

13.1/10.4 

9.2/6.3 

S.  Van  Ness/Mission 

Single  family 
residential 

14.7/10.1 

14.9/10.2 

8.7/6.0 

llth/Mission 

Worst-case 

10.9/7.4 

10.9/7.4 

6.6/4.5 

lOth/Mission 

Multi-family 
residential 

12.5/8.6 

12.9/8.8 

7.5/5.1 

9th/Mission 

Hotel  Potter 

15.3/10.5 

15.3/10.5 

8.3/5.7 

9th/Market 

Multi-family 
residential 

LOS  C 

LOS  C 

11.8/8.1 

*  In  accordance  with  the  BAAQMD  Guidelines,  localized  CO  concentrations  were  estimated  only  for  those 
intersections  that  would  not  operate  at  an  LOS  C  or  better.  LOS  values  for  all  intersections  in  the  project 
area  are  given  in  Section  4.12,  Transportation  and  Circulation. 


The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  (existing  +  project)  would  not  result  in  exceedances  of  the 
State  1-hour  CO  standard  (20  ppm).  However,  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would 
exacerbate  existing  exceedances  of  the  State  8-hour  CO  standard  (9  ppm)  at  the  Van  Ness/Hayes, 
Van  Ness/Mission  and  Tenth/Mission  intersections.  The  incremental  increase  would  be  0.2  ppm 
or  less.  The  8-hour  CO  concentrations  are  based  upon  the  occurrence  of  the  worst-case  wind 
direction  during  the  entire  8-hour  period,  which  is  highly  unlikely.  Due  to  the  highly 
conservative  nature  of  the  8-hour  values  and  the  small  incremental  increase  in  existing  CO 
exceedances,  these  impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

Impact  4.4(A)-4  The  project  may  add  to  emissions  generated  by  future  development. 

However,  because  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  CAP  and  the  present 
rate  of  development  is  less  than  that  forecast,  these  emissions  are  con- 
sidered a  less  than  significant  impact.  [LS] 

Future  increases  in  development  in  the  San  Francisco  area  would  generate  private  passenger 
vehicle  trips  and  additional  transit  passenger  loading  on  MUNI,  BART  and  other  regional  transit 
carriers.  Private  passenger  vehicles,  MUNI  buses  and  ferries  would  generate  exhaust  emissions 
that  may  hinder  progress  towards  attainment  of  the  State  ozone,  CO  and  PM10  standards.  Private 
passenger  vehicles  and  MUNI  buses  would  also  cause  re-entrainment  of  road  dust  generating 
PM10  emissions.  In  addition,  increased  development  would  increase  the  demand  for  utilities 
which  would  generate  further  emissions.  However,  under  the  Guidelines,  a  project's  cumulative 
impacts  are  not  considered  significant  where  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  local  general  plan 
and  that  plan  is  consistent  with  the  Bay  Area  '94  Clean  Air  Plan  (CAP).  The  proposed  project 
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is  consistent  with  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan.  The  growth  assumptions  of  the  San  Francisco 
Master  Plan  were  used  to  develop  the  CAP  and  therefore,  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  CAP. 
Moreover,  actual  cumulative  development  in  San  Francisco  is  less  than  had  been  forecast  in  the 
CAP.  Therefore,  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  project  with  increased  development  is  not 
expected  to  affect  progress  towards  attainment  of  State  air  quality  standards  and  would  be  less 
than  significant. 

Impact  4.4(A)-5  Project  implementation  would  result  in  small  increases  in  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  concentration  at  local  roadway  intersections.  However, 
because  local  CO  concentrations  are  expected  to  decrease  by  2010,  the 
cumulative  impact  on  the  project  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  project's  cumulative  impact  on  local  CO  concentrations  is  based  on  forecast  traffic  volumes 
in  the  year  2010.  These  forecasts  are  based  on  growth  factors  from  the  City's  Guidelines  for 
Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts  (1991)  and  is  discussed  in  Section  4.12, 
Transportation  and  Circulation  of  this  document.  Project  CO  emissions  in  the  year  2010 
resulting  from  the  project  and  increased  development  would  not  result  in  exceedances  of  the 
State  1-hour  or  8-hour  CO  standards  (Table  4.4-2).  The  introduction  of  reformulated  gasoline, 
zero  emission  vehicles  and  low  emission  vehicles  in  future  years  would  result  in  lower  vehicle 
emissions  and  lower  background  CO  concentrations,  preventing  future  local  exceedances  of  the 
State  8-hour  CO  standard.  Cumulative  project  impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.4(B)-1  Construction  activity  would  generate  air  emissions  and  affect  regional  air 
quality.  However,  air  quality  impacts  are  considered  insignificant 
because  construction-related  emissions  would  be  reduced  through 
implementation  of  appropriate  control  measures.  [LS] 

See  the  short-term  impact  discussion  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.4(B)-2  Long-term  emissions  due  to  project  implementation  would  not  exceed 
BAAQMD  thresholds.  This  is  considered  a  less  than  significant  impact. 
[LS] 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  provide  the  same  number  of  square  feet  of  building 
area  and  generate  the  same  number  of  vehicle  trips  and  utility  emissions  as  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  (see  Table  4.4-1).  The  total  long-term  emissions  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  do 
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not  exceed  BAAQMD  thresholds.  Therefore,  these  emissions  are  considered  a  less  than 
significant  impact  to  regional  air  quality. 

Impact  4.4(B)-3  Project  implementation  would  result  in  negligible  increases  in  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  concentration  at  local  roadway  intersections.  These 
increases  would  not  result  in  exceedances  of  the  1-hour  or  8-hour  State 
carbon  monoxide  (CO)  standard  or  exacerbate  existing  exceedances,  and 
are  considered  less  than  significant  impacts.  [LS] 

The  results  of  the  CO  hot  spot  analysis  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  are  presented 
in  Table  4.4-3.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  not  result  in  exceedances  of  the 
State  1-hour  or  8-hour  CO  standard  or  exacerbate  existing  exceedances.  Therefore,  impacts  on 
local  CO  concentrations  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Table  4.4-3.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  Ambient  CO  Concentrations 

(ppm  1-Hour/ppm  8-hour)* 


Intersection 

Receptor 

Existing 

Existing  + 

Cumulative  + 

(1999) 

Project 

Project  (2010) 

(1999) 

8th/Mission 

Multi-family  residential 

14.5/10.0 

14.5/10.0 

8.1/5.5 

6th/ Miss  ion 

Delta  Hotel 

11.5/7.9 

11.6/7.9 

7.2/4.9 

Hotel 

10.2/6.9 

10.2/6.9 

6.7/4.6  | 

Rose  Hotel 

12.1/8.3 

12.1/8.3 

7.3/5.0 

Hotel  Henry 

11.1/7.6 

11.1/7.6 

7.0/4.7  | 

7  th/ Miss  ion 

Hotel  Britton 

LOS  C 

LOS  C 

9.3/6.4  ; 

Hotel  Grand  Southern 

10.2/7.0 

*  In  accordance  with  the  BAAQMD  Guidelines,  localized  CO  concentrations  were  estimated  only  for  those 
intersections  that  would  not  operate  at  an  LOS  C  or  better.  LOS  values  for  all  intersections  in  the  project 
area  are  given  in  Section  4.12,  Transportation  and  Circulation. 


3.  Cumulative 

Impact  4.4(B)-4  The  project  may  add  to  emissions  generated  by  future  development. 

However,  because  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  CAP  and  the  present 
rate  of  development  is  less  than  that  forecast,  these  emissions  are  consid- 
ered a  less  than  significant  impact.  [LS] 

Cumulative  impacts  for  this  alternative  are  the  same  as  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  (see 
Impact  4.4(A)-3). 
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Impact  4.4(B)-5  Project  implementation  would  result  in  small  increases  in  carbon 
monoxide  (CO)  concentration  at  local  roadway  intersections.  However, 
because  local  CO  concentrations  are  expected  to  decrease  by  2010,  the 
cumulative  impact  on  the  project  is  considered  less  than  significant. 

Projected  CO  emissions  in  the  year  2010  resulting  from  the  project  and  increased  development 
would  not  result  in  exceedances  of  the  State  1-hour  or  8-hour  CO  standards  (Table  4.4-3).  The 
introduction  of  reformulated  gasoline,  zero  emission  vehicles  and  low  emission  vehicles  in  future 
years  would  result  in  lower  vehicle  emissions  and  lower  background  CO  concentrations, 
preventing  future  local  exceedances  of  the  State  8-hour  CO  standard.  Cumulative  project 
impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  purchase  of  an  existing  building  would  not  result  in  significant  short-term  or  long-term  air 
quality  impacts.  Only  minimal  construction,  other  than  interior  alterations,  would  likely  be 
required  to  modify  the  building  to  suit  the  proposed  Federal  occupants.  The  net  amount  of 
occupiable  office  space  would  not  change,  therefore,  no  new  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated. 
Long-term  impacts  would  not  be  significantly  different  than  prior  to  federal  occupancy. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

Leasing  an  existing  building  or  buildings  would  not  result  in  significant  short-term  or  long-term 
air  quality  impacts.  Only  minimal  construction,  other  than  interior  alterations  is  likely  to  be 
required  to  modify  the  building  to  suit  the  proposed  Federal  occupants.  The  net  amount  of 
occupiable  office  space  would  not  change  such  that  no  new  vehicle  trips  would  be  generated. 
Long-term  impacts  would  not  be  significantly  different  than  prior  to  federal  occupancy. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  project  would  generate  no  additional  emissions  as  agencies 
would  continue  to  be  housed  in  federally  owned  or  leased  space  in  San  Francisco. 

4.4.3      Consistency  with  the  Bay  Area  '94  Clean  Air  Plan  (CAP) 

The  Guidelines  (BAAQMD,  1995)  do  not  provide  guidance  for  determining  consistency  of 
projects  with  the  CAP.  However,  the  Guidelines  require  consistency  determinations  for  local 
plans  be  based  upon  the  consistency  of  population  growth  with  the  CAP  and  the  consistency  of 
rate  of  increase  in  vehicle  miles  traveled  (VMT)  with  the  rate  of  increase  in  population. 

The  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to  generate  significant  population  growth,  and  population 
growth  in  San  Francisco  County  is  below  CAP  projections.  Therefore,  the  project  would  not 
affect  relative  VMT  growth  and  is  consistent  with  the  CAP. 
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4.4.4      Conformity  with  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act 

Section  176(c)  of  the  1990  Amendments  to  the  Federal  Clean  Air  Act  prohibits  the  Federal 
government  from  engaging  in  any  activity  that  does  not  conform  to  the  applicable  implementa- 
tion plan.  The  applicable  implementation  plan  is  the  Bay  Area  '94  Clean  Air  Plan.  Conformity 
means: 

•  Conformity  with  the  implementation  plan's  purpose  of  eliminating  or  reducing  the 
severity  and  number  of  violations  of  the  national  ambient  air  quality  standards  and 
achieving  expeditious  attainment  of  such  standards;  and 

•  Activities  that  will  not  cause  or  contribute  to  new  violations  of  standards  in  the 
area,  increase  the  frequency  or  severity  of  existing  violations  or  delay  timely 
attainment  of  any  standard. 

A  final  rule  entitled  "Determining  Conformity  of  General  Federal  Actions  to  State  or  Federal 
Implementation  Plans"  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  November  30,  1993  and 
provides  guidance  in  complying  with  Section  176.  Section  51.853  of  the  final  rule  provides  de 
minimis  thresholds  which  are  annual  emission  rates  used  to  determine  if  project  emissions  are 
of  sufficient  magnitude  that  a  conformity  determination  is  required.  Although  the  Bay  Area  Air 
Basin  has  been  formally  designated  an  attainment  area  for  the  Federal  ozone  standard,  Section 
175A  of  the  1990  Amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act  requires  the  State  implementation  plan  to 
be  revised  to  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  the  standard  for  at  least  10  years.  Therefore,  the 
Bay  Area  Air  Basin  is  considered  a  maintenance  area  and  is  subject  to  the  conformity  rule.  The 
conformity  threshold  for  maintenance  areas  within  an  ozone  transport  region  is  50  tons  per  year 
ROGorNOx. 

Based  on  250  operating  days  per  year,  annual  emissions  of  either  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  or  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  are  7.2  tons  per  year  NOx  and  4.7  tons  per  year 
ROG.  The  proposed  project  is  considered  to  conform  to  the  implementation  plan  because  project 
annual  emissions  are  less  than  the  de  minimis  thresholds  established  in  the  final  rule. 
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4.5  NOISE 


4.5.1  Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  City  Police 
Code).  The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  of  construction  equipment,  other  than  impact 
tools,  not  exceed  80  dBA  at  100  feet  from  the  source.  Impact  tools  (jackhammers,  pile  drivers, 
impact  wrenches)  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  Ordinance  prohibits  construction  work 
between  the  hours  of  8:00  p.m.  to  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  levels  at 
the  project  property  line,  unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Works.  In  addition,  construction  noise  may  be  considered  significant  if  it  were  to  continue  for 
an  unusual  length  of  time  (e.g.,  because  of  peculiar  construction  requirements).  These 
thresholds  are  used  for  evaluation  of  short-term  impacts. 

Long-term  impacts  are  evaluated  by  comparing  existing  noise  levels  with  those  predicted  to 
result  with  implementation  of  a  project.  The  EPA  considers  a  long-term  increase  in  noise  from 
0  to  5  dBA  over  existing  levels  to  be  a  slight  impact,  from  5  to  10  dBA  a  significant  impact,  and 
greater  than  10  dBA  a  serious  impact  (Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1980).  This  threshold 
is  used  by  this  EIS/EIR  to  assess  the  impact  of  long-term  increases  in  noise. 

Projected  traffic  Ldn  (Day-Night  Average  Level)  and  peak  hour  noise  levels  were  determined 
using  a  modification  of  the  Federal  Highway  Noise  Prediction  Model  (STAMINA  2.0,  published 
by  the  Federal  Highway  Administration  [FHWA]).  The  model  uses  various  parameters  including 
traffic  volumes,  vehicle  mix,  and  roadway  geometry  to  compute  equivalent  noise  levels  during 
daytime,  evening,  and  nighttime  hours.  The  resulting  noise  levels  are  weighted,  summed  over 
a  24-hour  period,  and  output  as  either  CNEL  (Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level)  or  Ldn 
values.  Peak  hour  noise  estimates  were  directly  extrapolated  from  the  FHWA  model  noise 
calculations.  Project  traffic  volumes,  distribution,  vehicle  mixes,  and  speeds  were  derived  from 
the  traffic  analysis  conducted  by  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  (1994),  the  Mission  Bay  Environ- 
mental Impact  Report  (1990),  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Department  of  Planning. 

4.5.2  Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
1.  Short-Term 

Construction  noise  is  generally  of  relatively  short  duration  compared  to  the  longevity  of  the  built 
structures,  lasting  from  a  few  days  to  a  period  of  months.  Noise  impacts  associated  with 
construction  activities  would  typically  occur  in  several  distinct  phases,  each  with  its  own  noise 
characteristics.  Figure  4.5-1  illustrates  typical  construction  equipment  noise  levels.  The  first 
phase,  site  preparation,  is  generally  the  loudest  and  has  the  shortest  duration.  Activities  that  take 
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LAND  USE  CATEGORY 


RESIDENTIAL-LOW  DENSITY 
SINGLE  FAMILY,  DUPLEX, 
MOBILE  HOMES 


RESIDENTIAL-MULTI.  FAMILY 


TRANSIENT  LOOGING- 
MOTELS.  HOTELS 


SCHOOL  LIBRARIES, 
CHURCHES,  HOSPITALS, 
NURSING  HOMES 


AUDITORIUMS,  CONCERT 
HALLS,  AMPHITHEATRES 


SPORTS  ARENA,  OUTDOOR 
SPECTATOR  SPORTS 


PLAYGROUNDS, 
NEIGHBORHOOD  PARKS 


GOLF  COURSES,  RIDING 
STABLES,  WATER  RECREATION, 
CEMETERIES 


OFFICE  BUILDINGS, 
COMMERCIAL  AND 
PROFESSIONAL 


BUSINESS 


INDUSTRIAL,  MANUFACTURING 
UTILITIES.  AGRICULTURE 


COMMUNITY  NOISE  EXPOSURE 

L^  OR  CNEL.  dB 
55      50     S5     70     75  80 


INTERPRETATION 


NORMALLY  ACCEPTABLE 

Specific  land  use  is  satisfactory,  based 
upon  the  assumption  that  any  buildings 
involved  are  ot  normal  conventional 
construction,  without  any  special  noise 
insulation  requirements. 


CONDITIONALLY  ACCEPTABLE 

New  construction  or  development  should 
be  undertaken  only  after  a  detailed  analysis 
ot  the  noise  reduction  requirements  is  made 
and  needed  noise  insulation  features  included 
in  the  design.  Conventional  construction,  but 
with  closed  windows  and  fresh  air  supply 
systems  or  air  conditioning  will  normally 
suffice. 


NORMALLY  UNACCEPTABLE 

New  construction  or  development  should 
generally  be  discouraged.  It  new  construction 
or  development  does  proceed,  a  detailed 
analysis  ot  the  noise  reduction  requirements 
must  be  made  and  needed  noise  insulation 
features  included  in  the  design. 


CLEARLY  UNACCEPTABLE 

New  construction  or  development  should 
generally  not  be  undertaken. 


CONSIDERATIONS  IN  OETERMfffATION  Of  NOISE-COMPATIBLE  LAND  USE 


A  NORMALIZED  NOISE  EXPOSURE  INFORMATION  DESIRED 


.vh«r»  sufficient  data  exats.  evaluate  land  um  suitability  with  respect 


10  a  "normalized"  value  ot  CNEL  or  L 


dn 


Normalized  values  are 


obtained  by  adding  or  subtracting  the  constant*  described  in  tho  labia 
to  tha  measured  or  calculated  value  ot  CNEL  or  L^n  . 


8  NOISE  SOURCE  CHARACTERISTICS 

Tha  land  use-none  compalibirty  recommendations  should  be  viewed 
in  relation  to  the  specie  source  ot  tha  noise,  For  example,  arcralt 
and  railroad  noise  a  normally  made  up  ot  higher  single  noise  events 
than  auto  traffic  but  occurs  teas  frequently.  Therefore,  deferent 
sources  yielding  tha  same  composite  noma  exposure  do  not 
naceesarty  create  tha  una  noise  envs-onment  The  State 
Aeronautcs  Act  uses  S3  d8  CNEL  as  tha  crienon  which  airports 
must  eventually  msst  to  protect  mating  residential  communities  from 
unacceptable  exposure  to  aircraft  noise.  In  order  to  tacsitate  the 
purpose  ot  the  Act,  one  of  which  a  to  encourage  land  usee 
comoatfele  with  the  65  dB  CNEL  criterion  wherever  pos stole  and  in 
order  to  facilitate  the  ability  of  airports  to  comply  with  the  Act. 
residential  uses  located  in  Community  Noise  Exposure  Areas  greater 
than  65  dB  should  be  discouraged  and  should  be  located  within 
normaly  unacceptable  areas 


C  SUITABLE  INTERIOR  ENVIRONMENTS 

One  obiective  of  locating  residential  units  relative  to  a  known  noae 
source  is  to  maintain  a  suitable  mtenor  noise  environment  at  no 
greater  than  45  dB  CNEL  or  L^n  .  Tha  requirement,  coupled  with  the 
measured  or  calculated  noae  reduction  performance  of  the  type  ot 
structure  under  consideration,  should  govern  the  minimum  acceptable 
distance  lo  a  noise  source. 


D  ACCEPTABLE  OUTDOOR  ENVIRONMENTS 

Another  consideration,  which  in  soma  communities  is  an  overriding 
factor,  is  the  desire  for  an  acceptable  outdoor  noae  environment. 
When  this  a  the  case,  mora  restrictive  standards  for  land  use 
compatibilrty,  typically  below  the  maximum  considered  'normally 
acceptable'  for  that  land  use  category,  may  be  appropriate. 


SOURCE:  California  Department  of  Health,  Office  of  Noise  Control.  1976. 
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place  during  this  phase  include  the  demolition  of  buildings,  earthmoving,  and  compaction  of 
soils.  High  noise  levels  are  created  during  this  phase  due  to  the  operation  of  heavy  duty  trucks, 
backhoes,  excavators,  and  front  end  loaders.  Noise  levels  typically  range  from  73  to  96  dBA 
at  50  feet  from  individual  pieces  of  equipment  (Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1971). 

The  Bank  of  America  data  center  has  indicated  that  it  may  be  sensitive  to  the  vibrations 
associated  with  pile  driving.  Therefore,  GSA  has  agreed  not  to  drive  piles.  Instead,  a  drilled 
or  screwed  system  of  pile  foundation  would  be  utilized  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 
However,  vibration  measuring  equipment  would  be  used  at  the  site  and  on  the  sixth  and  eighth 
floors  of  the  data  center  for  readings  during  normal  construction  activities. 

During  the  second  phase,  foundation  forms  are  constructed  and  concrete  foundations  are  poured. 
Primary  noise  sources  during  this  phase  are  heavy  concrete  trucks  and  mixers  and  other  trucks 
with  noise  levels  typically  in  the  70  to  90  dBA  range.  The  third  phase  consists  of  constructing 
the  interior  and  facade  of  the  structure.  Noise  levels  typical  during  this  phase  are  in  the  60  to 
80  dBA  range  and  are  associated  with  hammering,  diesel  generators,  compressors,  and  light 
truck  traffic.  The  final  construction  phase  involves  site  cleanup  and  landscaping.  Primary  noise 
sources  include  trucks,  landscape  rollers,  and  compactors.  General  noise  levels  are  in  the  65 
to  75  dBA  range  at  50  feet  (Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1971). 

Impact  4.5(A)-1  Construction  of  the  project  would  result  in  an  increase  in  ambient  noise 
levels  within  the  areas  of  surrounding  land  uses.  Because  these  levels 
would  not  exceed  those  established  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise 
Ordinance,  these  impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Construction  of  the  San  Francisco  Federal  Building,  which  would  take  place  over  a  period  of 
approximately  24  to  36  months,  would  increase  noise  levels  in  the  area  surrounding  the  project 
site.  Onsite  excavation  and  construction  operations,  based  on  information  provided  by  the 
General  Services  Administration,  would  require  use  of  track-type  tractors,  motor  graders, 
wheeled  loaders,  haul  trucks,  scrapers,  backhoe  loaders,  and  excavators.  No  pile  driving  would 
be  done  at  this  site  due  to  the  sensitivity  of  the  electronic  equipment  at  the  adjacent  Bank  of 
America  data  center.  Foundation  supports  would  consist  of  drilled  caissons.  Construction  noise 
levels  would  fluctuate  depending  upon  the  construction  phase,  equipment  type  and  duration,  and 
the  location  of  onsite  operations  in  relation  to  existing  structures.  For  the  purposes  of  this 
EIS\EIR  analysis,  onsite  operations  were  anticipated  to  occur  a  maximum  of  8  hours  per  day 
with  the  variations  in  equipment  operating  times  primarily  dependent  upon  the  phase  of 
construction.  Project  noise  levels  were  assessed  using  a  worst-case  scenario  that  assumed  two 
pieces  of  equipment  operating  simultaneously  at  the  perimeter  of  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  site.  The  nearest  noise  sensitive  land  use  to  the  site  is  the  Fox  Plaza  residential 
tower  located  approximately  250  feet  to  the  northeast  across  Market  Street.  In  addition, 
residential  type  land  uses  are  also  located  to  the  south  along  Mission  Street.  These  residential 
land  uses  are  approximately  100  feet  from  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site.  Assuming  this 
distance,  it  is  anticipated  that  construction  equipment  could  result  in  peak  daytime  Leqs  of 
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approximately  78.5  dBA  and  an  overall  Ldn  of  74.5  dBA  compared  to  existing  conditions  of 
under  65  dBA. 

Additional  areas  which  could  be  affected  due  to  construction  equipment  include  the  Bank  of 
America  building  to  the  west  of  the  site  and  retail-commercial  land  uses  to  the  east  across  Tenth 
Street.  These  land  uses  would  experience  the  greatest  increases  in  noise  during  the  demolition 
of  the  existing  onsite  structure  located  on  the  north  half  of  the  project  site.  Noise  levels  near 
the  Bank  of  America  building  could  reach  a  peak  daytime  Leq  of  84.5  and  Ldn  of  80.5,  while 
areas  to  the  east  would  experience  a  peak  daytime  Leq  of  80.4  dBA  and  Ldn  of  76.4  dBA.  Like 
the  residences  along  Mission  Street,  however,  these  retail  and  commercial  type  land  uses  are 
currently  experiencing  relatively  high  urban  noise  levels. 

Because  noise  levels  are  temporary  and  intermittent  and  do  not  exceed  levels  established  in  the 
San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (80  dBA  at  100  feet),  construction  related  noise  impacts  are 
considered  less  than  significant. 

Impact  4.5(A)-2  The  construction  period  would  require  the  onsite  movement  of  equipment 
and  workers,  and  removal  of  excavated  material.  This  impact  is 
considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

In  addition  to  noise  from  the  site,  the  construction  period  is  expected  to  cause  traffic  noise  along 
access  routes  to  the  site  (i.e,  Market  Street,  Tenth  Street,  and  Mission  Street)  resulting  from 
the  movement  of  equipment  and  workers  onto  the  site.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  major  pieces  of 
heavy  equipment  would  be  moved  onto  the  site  once  during  each  construction  phase  and  would 
cause  an  insignificant  short-term  effect  on  ambient  noise  levels.  Furthermore,  the  daily 
transportation  of  construction  workers  is  expected  to  cause  insignificant  effects  since  this  traffic 
would  not  be  a  substantial  percentage  of  current  daily  volumes  in  the  planning  area,  and  would 
not  increase  traffic  noise  levels  by  more  than  1  dBA. 

2.  Long-Term 

Development  of  the  proposed  project  would  introduce  several  long-term  noise  sources  to  the 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  including  electrical  and  mechanical  equipment,  and  loading 
dock  areas  attached  to  the  Federal  Building.  In  addition,  the  project  would  also  provide 
additional  square  footage  for  office  uses,  thereby  increasing  the  traffic  noise  levels  both  internal 
and  external  to  the  site. 

Impact  4.5(  A)-3  Electrical  and  mechanical  equipment  to  be  utilized  onsite  would  introduce 
a  new  noise  source  to  the  area,  but  would  not  cause  a  significant  increase 
in  overall  long-term  noise  levels.  [LS] 

New  office  uses  proposed  on  the  site  may  introduce  a  variety  of  stationary  noise  including 
electrical  and  mechanical  air  conditioning  equipment,  most  of  which  would  be  located  on 
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rooftops.  Areas  potentially  affected  due  to  the  introduction  of  equipment  sources  would  include 
the  residential  land  uses  located  to  the  south  and  north.  Within  this  area  the  structures  could  be 
sited  at  a  distance  of  approximately  100  feet  from  existing  residences.  Based  on  past  noise 
monitoring  conducted  by  Fugro,  noise  levels  from  these  types  of  equipment  would  be 
approximately  45  dBA  within  the  residential  areas. 

Although  noise  levels  from  equipment  sources  may  be  annoying  in  a  quiet  environment,  existing 
ambient  noise  conditions  within  the  area  of  the  site  and  throughout  the  Central  Business  District 
area  would  substantially  mask  the  noise  from  these  onsite  sources.  Because  noise  levels  from 
the  operation  of  equipment  would  result  in  an  increase  of  ambient  noise  levels  of  less  than 
5  dBA,  they  would  not  constitute  a  significant  impact.  Though  insignificant,  onsite  noise  levels 
could  be  further  reduced  by  locating  equipment  away  from  potential  receptor  areas,  proper 
selection  of  equipment,  and  the  installation  of  standard  acoustical  shielding. 

Impact  4.5(A)-4  External  loading  docks  proposed  onsite  would  introduce  an  intermittent 
noise  source  to  the  area,  but  would  not  cause  a  significant  increase  in 
overall  long-term  noise  levels.  [LS] 

An  additional  stationary  noise  source  of  concern  is  the  potential  introduction  of  external  truck 
loading  and  unloading  docks  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  Since  design  plans  have  not  been 
finalized,  the  exact  onsite  location  of  these  project  components  is  unknown.  Operations  at 
loading  docks  typically  result  in  Leqs  (20  minute  samples)  of  between  64  and  66  dBA  at  75  feet. 
Based  on  these  noise  levels,  it  is  anticipated  that  Leq  noise  levels  within  the  area  of  the 
residential  land  uses  along  Mission  Street  would  be  between  56  and  58  dBA.  While  the 
instantaneous  maximum  sound  levels  (i.e.,  peaks)  generated  by  loading  and  unloading  of  trucks 
could  be  annoying  to  residential  and  surrounding  land  use  areas,  they  would  be  masked  by  the 
existing  ambient  noise  levels  within  the  downtown  San  Francisco.  Although  peak  noise  levels 
would  be  more  noticeable  if  loading  operations  were  conducted  during  the  early  morning  or  late 
night  hours,  these  activities  would  be  intermittent.  Noise  associated  with  loading  activities 
would  increase  long-term  ambient  noise  levels  by  less  than  5  dBA,  and  are  therefore  considered 
less  than  significant. 

Impact  4. 5 (A) -5  Development  of  the  project  would  add  to  the  existing  exceedance  of 
exterior  noise  land  use  compatibility  standards,  but  would  not  cause  a 
noticeable  change  in  ambient  noise  conditions.  Therefore,  this  impact  is 
considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project's  office  type  land  uses  would  introduce  traffic  to  the  San 
Francisco  downtown  area  within  proximity  to  the  sites,  thereby  increasing  noise  levels.  The 
increase  in  traffic-related  noise  associated  with  project  implementation  can  be  measured  as  the 
noise  level  change  over  ambient  conditions.  A  comparison  of  1994  noise  levels  along  area 
roadways  without  the  project  to  1994  conditions  with  the  project  is  provided  in  Table  4.5-1.  As 
indicated,  traffic  noise  level  increases  associated  with  the  project  would  range  between  0.2  dBA 
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to  1.1  dBA  Ldn,  and  0.2  dBA  to  2.2  dBA  during  the  peak  hour.  The  greatest  increase  of 
approximately  1.1  dBA  in  the  Ldn  would  occur  along  Market  and  Tenth  Streets  due  to  the 
concentration  of  project  generated  traffic  within  this  area.  The  greatest  increases  in  peak  hour 
noise  levels  of  approximately  2.2  dBA  would  also  occur  within  this  area.  The  remaining  project 
roadways  would  experience  increases  in  the  Ldn  and  peak  hour  noise  levels  of  less  than  0.9 
dBA.  Since  the  majority  of  the  existing  land  uses  near  the  site  are  exposed  to  traffic  noise  levels 
in  excess  of  the  Master  Plan  Land  Use  compatibility  objective,  any  addition  to  ambient 
conditions  would  exacerbate  this  problem.  However,  in  accordance  with  EPA  criteria,  these 
increases  are  considered  a  "slight"  impact  and  would  not  be  perceptible. 


Table  4.5-1.  Comparison  of  Traffic  Noise  Levels 


Location 

Noise  Levels  at  50  feet  (dBA)* 
With  Project 

1994  Traffic  Noise  Levels 
at  50  feet  (dBA) 

Change  in  dBA 

Ldn 

Peak  Hour 

Ldn 

Peak  Hour 

Ldn 

Peak  Hour 

'■2  Market  St." 

n/o  Tenth  St. 
s/o  Tenth  St. 

67.6 
68.5 

66.9 
67.9 

66.5 
67.6 

64.7 
67.0 

+  1.1 
+0.9 

+2.2 

+  .09  ! 

1,2  Van  Ness  Ave. 
w/o  Market  St. 
w/o  Grove  St. 

72.4 
72.7 

71.8 
72.2 

72.2 
72.5 

71.3 
71.9 

+0.2 
+0.2 

+0.5 
+0.3 

1     Seventh  St. 

s/o  Market  St. 

67.5 

66.9 

67.2 

66.6 

+0.3 

+0.3 

Eighth  St. 

s/o  Market  St. 

69.0 

68.4 

68.5 

67.9 

+  0.5 

-0.5 

'•2  Ninth  St. 

s/o  Market  St. 

70.9 

70.1 

70.7 

69.9 

+0.2 

+0.2 

12  Tenth  St. 

s/o  Market  St. 

68.9 

68.3 

68.6 

68.0 

+0.3 

+0.3 

2    Mission  St.' 

n/o  Seventh  St. 
s/o  Seventh  St. 

67.8 
66.1 

66.1 
65.4 

66.7 
66.0 

66.1 
65.4 

+  1.1 
+0.1 

0.0 
0.0 

Vehicle  Emission  Noise  Source:  U.S.  Federal  Highway  Administration  STAMINA  2.0. 
w/o  =  weat  of;  do  -  east  of;  n/o  =  north  of;  s/o  =  south  of 

1  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

2  Seventh  and  Million  Alternative 

*  All  d  is  lances  from  roadway  centerline 

b  Baaed  on  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  Peak  Hour  Link  Volumes 

•  Peak  hour  periods  are  between  7  am  to  9  am  and  4  pm  to  6  pm. 
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3.  Cumulative 

Impact  4.5(A)-6  Since  the  cumulative  noise  levels  increases  would  not  be  noticeable,  the 
overall  contribution  to  noise  levels  within  the  downtown  San  Francisco 
area  would  be  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Cumulative  noise  level  increases  would  be  related  primarily  to  traffic  increases  associated  with 
the  future  development  and  general  growth  of  the  Central  Business  District.  Noise  level 
increases  are  estimated  by  comparing  the  1994  noise  levels  to  noise  levels  projected  for 
cumulative  2010  development  and  growth  (Table  4.5-2).  Cumulative  noise  levels  within  the 
downtown  area  would  result  in  increases  between  0.6  dBA  and  1.7  dBA  Ldn  and  0. 1  to  2.8  dBA 
during  peak  hour.  According  to  the  EPA's  criteria,  cumulative  traffic  noise  would  have  a 
"slight"  impact  to  all  analyzed  roadways.  While  the  overall  changes  in  noise  levels  would  add 
to  an  already  existing  problem,  they  would  not  be  noticeable. 


Table  4.5-2.  Cumulative  2010  Traffic  Noise  Levels 
Compared  to  1994  Traffic  Noise  Levels 


Location 

Cumulative  Noise  Levels  at 
50  feet  (dBA)' 

1994  Traffic  Noise  Levels 
at  50  feet  (dBA) 

Change  in  dBA 

Ldn 

Peak  Hour 

Ldn 

Peak  Hour 

Ldn 

Peak  Hour 

u  Market  St.b 

n/o  Tenth  St. 
s/o  Tenth  St. 

68.2 
69.0 

67.5 
68.4 

66.5 
67.6 

64.7 
67.0 

+  1.7 
+  1.4 

+2.8 
+  1.4 

1,2  Van  Ness  Ave. 
w/o  Market  St. 
w/o  Grove  St. 

73.0 
73.3 

72.3 
72.7 

72.2 
72.5 

71.3 
71.9 

+0.8 
+0.8 

+  1.0 
+0.8 

1    Seventh  St. 

s/o  Market  St. 

67.9 

67.3 

67.2 

66.6 

+0.7 

+0.7 

12  Eighth  St. 

s/o  Market  St. 

69.4 

68.8 

68.5 

67.9 

+0.9 

+0.9 

u  Ninth  St. 

s/o  Market  St 

71.6 

71.0 

70.7 

69.9 

+0.9 

+  1.1 

12  Tenth  St. 

s/o  Market  St 

69.5 

68.9 

68.6 

68.0 

+0.9 

+0.9 
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Table  4.5-2.  (Continued) 


Location 

Cumulative  Noise  Levels  at 
50  feet  (dB  A)' 

1994  Traffic  Noise  Levels 
at  50  feet  (dB  A) 

Change  in  dB  A 

Ldn 

Peak  Hour 

Ldn 

Peak  Hour 

Ldn 

Peak  Hour 

2     Mission  St.b 

n/o  Seventh  St. 
s/o  Seventh  St. 

67.3 
66.9 

66.2 
66.7 

66.7 
66.0 

66.1 
65.4 

+  0.6 
+  0.9 

+0.1 
+  1.3 

Vehicle  Emission  Noise  Source:  U.S.  Federal  Highway  Administration  STAMINA  2.0. 
w/o  =  west  of;  e/o  -  east  of;  n/o  -  north  of;  s/o  =  south  of 

1  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

2  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

'  All  distances  from  roadway  centerline 

b  Based  on  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  Peak  Hour  Link  Volumes 

*  Peak  hour  periods  are  between  7  am  to  9  am  and  4  pm  to  6  pm. 


4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Although  noise  impacts  were  identified  as  less  than  significant,  the  following  measures  are 
advisory  and  provided  to  further  reduce  those  impacts  which  are  expected  to  occur.  Noise 
mitigations  are  not  required  but  are  provided  for  consideration  by  GSA. 

4.5(A)-1  a)  Site  preparation  and  construction  activities  shall  comply  with  the  San  Francisco 
Noise  Ordinance  (Section  2907b),  which  requires  that  each  piece  of  powered 
equipment,  other  than  impact  tools,  emit  a  sound  level  of  not  more  than  80  dBA 
at  100  feet. 

b)   To  reduce  impacts  from  non-pile  driver  construction  noise,  the  General  Services 
Administration  shall  implement  the  following: 

•  Muffle  and  shield  intakes  and  exhausts. 

•  Shroud  or  shield  impact  tools  such  as  jackhammers. 

•  Use  electric-powered  rather  than  diesel-powered  construction  equipment  as 
feasible. 

•  Utilize  portable  noise  barriers  within  equipment  areas  and  around  stationary 
noise  source  such  as  compressors. 

•  Locate  stationary  equipment  in  pit  areas  or  excavated  areas  as  such  siting 
would  create  noise  barriers. 
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A  mutually  agreed-upon  construction  routing  plan  should  be  drawn  up  between 
the  City  of  San  Francisco  and  project  developer  and  retained  by  the  General 
Services  Administration.  Construction  routes  should  be  located  away  from  noise 
sensitive  land  uses  as  deemed  feasible  by  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 

The  project  shall  comply  with  Section  2909,  "Fixed  Source  Noise  Levels,"  which 
regulates  mechanical  equipment  noise. 

Noise  generated  outside  the  proposed  structure  shall  be  reduced  to  an  interior 
level  of  less  than  45  dBA  (level  acceptable  to  federal  facilities).  Traffic  and 
general  urban  noise  shall  be  reduced  through  the  utilization  of  standard  building 
materials  such  as  precast  concrete  and  insulation;  noise  attenuation  features  such 
as  double  glazed  windows  and  mechanical  ventilation  systems  that  allow  sufficient 
air  exchange  capacity.  In  the  event  that  exterior  public  areas  are  provided,  they 
should  be  sited  away  from  potential  noise  sources. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Typical  construction  equipment  noise  levels  during  operations  are  illustrated  in  Figure  4.5-1. 
Operations  are  anticipated  to  occur  a  maximum  of  8  hours  a  day.  Sensitive  land  uses 
surrounding  this  site  include  residential  type  uses  adjacent  to  the  site  on  the  south-southwest 
property  boundary.  Assuming  operations  are  at  an  estimated  50  feet  from  these  uses,  which 
could  occur  when  equipment  was  operating  near  the  perimeter  of  the  site,  construction  noise 
would  result  in  peak  daytime  Leqs  of  84.5  dBA  and  overall  Ldn  of  80.5  dBA.  At  a  distance  of 
100  feet,  noise  levels  would  decrease  by  6  decibels  to  78.5  dBA.  This  level  is  below  the  80 
dBA  standard  established  in  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance. 

Construction  periods  are  expected  to  cause  traffic  noise  along  access  routes  to  the  site  from  the 
movement  of  equipment  and  workers  to  and  from  the  site.  Because  traffic  increases  would  not 
constitute  a  significant  increase  over  the  existing  number  of  average  daily  trips  within  this  area, 
noise  impacts  under  this  alternative  are  anticipated  to  be  less  than  significant. 

Impact  4.5(B)-1  The  utilization  of  pile  drivers  would  result  in  high  intensity  noise  and 
vibration  impacts.  Due  to  the  short-term,  intermittent  nature  of  this 
activity,  associated  impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  project  would  require  pile  driving  for  the  placement  of  retaining  walls  during  the  excavation 
of  the  subterranean  parking  garage  and  for  the  building  foundation.  Pile  driving  is  anticipated 
to  occur  for  approximately  6  to  8  weeks  during  the  construction  of  the  new  Federal  Building. 
Hammering  would  occur  during  a  5  to  8  minute  period  for  each  pile.  Conventional  unmuffled 
and  unshielded  pile  drivers  emit  typical  peak  noise  levels  of  101  dBA  at  a  distance  of  50  feet 
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each  time  the  driver  strikes  the  pile.  Within  the  area  of  surrounding  land  use,  noise  levels  due 
to  pile  driving  would  be  near  this  level.  In  addition,  the  vibration  caused  by  the  impact  of  pile 
driving  would  be  felt  in  adjacent  and  nearby  buildings.  However,  because  pile  driving  is  an 
intermittent  activity  occurring  during  construction,  and  because  pile  drivers  would  be  fitted  with 
intake  and  exhaust  mufflers,  associated  noise  and  vibration  impacts  are  considered  less  than 
significant.  In  addition,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  normally  requires  that  certain  actions 
be  taken  (i.e.,  using  relatively  quiet  equipment,  limiting  hours  of  operation,  etc.)  to  reduce  noise 
levels  and  the  number  of  people  exposed  to  noise  effects.  GSA  intends  to  comply  with  these 
procedures. 

2.  Long-Term 

Mechanical  equipment  and  loading  dock  noise  impacts  associated  with  the  development  of  the 
project  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  would  be  similar  to  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  Land  uses  that  would  be  affected  by  stationary  noise  sources  would  include 
surrounding  residential,  commercial,  and  office  uses.  While  maximum  noise  levels  from  these 
sources,  particularly  loading  docks  operations,  may  cause  noise  annoyance  problems,  these  noise 
sources  would  not  be  sufficient  to  exceed  the  community  time- weighted  threshold.  Impacts  are, 
therefore,  considered  less  than  significant. 

As  with  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  implementation  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  would  introduce  additional  traffic  to  the  Central  Business  District,  thereby  increasing 
noise  levels.  The  increase  in  traffic-related  noise  associated  with  project  implementation  can  be 
measured  as  the  noise  level  change  over  ambient  conditions.  Because  it  is  anticipated  that  traffic 
associated  with  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  in  general  utilize  the  same  travel 
routes  as  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  noise  impacts  under  this  alternative  on  the  roadways 
analyzed  in  Table  4.5-2  would  be  the  same  as  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  Under  this 
alternative,  however,  an  additional  roadway  was  analyzed  because  of  its  proximity  to  the  Tenth 
and  Market  Alternative  site.  As  indicated,  traffic  noise  level  increases  associated  with  the 
project  on  Mission  would  be  approximately  1.1  dBA  Ldn,  and  0.1  dBA  during  the  peak  hour. 
In  accordance  with  EPA  criteria,  this  increase  is  considered  a  "slight"  impact  and  would  not  be 
perceptible. 

3.  Cumulative 

Cumulative  impacts  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  are  the  same  as  for  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant,  mitigation  measures  are  not  required. 
However,  the  same  measures  recommended  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative  are  also 
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recommended  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative.  In  addition,  the  following  mitigation 
measures  would  further  reduce  impacts  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 

4.5(B)-1  Reduction  of  pile  driving  noise  can  be  accomplished  in  a  number  of  ways.  Examples 
of  vibration  reduction  techniques  which  could  be  incorporated  into  the  project  include: 
the  use  of  a  smaller  pile  driver  (which  would  require  smaller,  but  more  numerous 
piles  to  be  used  in  construction  and  would  extend  the  construction  period)  and  caissons 
(sound-dampening  structures  to  enclose  pile-driving  operations).  Pre-drilling  holes 
prior  to  pile  driving  would  also  lessen  vibrations. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  short-term  noise  impacts. 

2.  Long-Term 

Implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  could  either  result  in  GSA  acquiring  a  vacant 
structure  or  one  that  currently  houses  people.  If  a  structure  is  acquired  that  is  vacant,  noise 
level  increases  in  proximity  to  this  building  would  be  similar  to  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  (i.e.,  less  than  1  dBA).  Since  noise  levels  within  the  CBD  exceed  City 
compatibility  objectives,  this  increase  would  add  to  existing  noise  conditions  but  would  not  be 
noticeable.  If,  however,  the  GSA  purchases  a  building  which  is  currently  occupied  and  simply 
replaces  these  individuals,  noise  levels  in  proximity  to  the  structure  would  not  increase. 

3.  Cumulative 

Existing  noise  levels  within  the  CBD  are  relatively  high,  typical  urban  levels.  The  purchase  of 
a  building  by  GSA  to  house  federal  agencies  would  not  result  in  noise  level  increases  if  the 
building  is  currently  occupied.  If  a  new  structure  is  purchased,  noise  level  increase  associated 
with  new  traffic  on  nearby  roadways  would  add  to  the  already  existing  problem  but  would  not 
be  noticeable. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required  beyond  ensuring  that  the  facility  would  meet  applicable 
General  Service  Administration  noise  standards. 
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D. 


Lease  Alternative 


1. 


Short-Term 


Implementation  of  the  Lease  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  short-term  noise  impacts. 


Implementation  of  the  Lease  Alternative  could  either  result  in  GSA  leasing  a  vacant  structure 
or  structures  or  one  that  currently  houses  people.  If  a  structure  is  leased  that  is  vacant,  noise 
level  increases  in  proximity  to  this  building  would  be  similar  to  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  (i.e.,  less  than  1  dBA).  Since  noise  levels  within  the  CBD  are  relatively  high,  this 
increase  would  add  to  existing  noise  conditions  but  would  not  be  noticeable.  If,  however,  the 
GSA  leases  a  building  which  currently  houses  people  and  relocates  these  individuals,  noise  level 
increases  in  proximity  to  the  structure  would  not  increase. 

3.  Cumulative 

Existing  noise  levels  within  the  CBD  are  relatively  high.  If  GSA  leases  a  building  in  the  CBD, 
noise  levels  would  not  increase  if  the  building  is  currently  being  leased  by  other  tenants.  If  a 
new  structure  is  leased,  noise  level  increases  associated  with  new  traffic  on  nearby  roadways 
would  add  to  the  already  existing  problem  but  would  not  be  noticeable. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required  beyond  ensuring  that  the  facility  would  meet  applicable 
General  Services  Administration  noise  standards. 

E.         No  Action  Alternative 

1 .  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  short-term  noise  impacts. 

2.  Long-Term 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  long-term  noise  impacts. 

3.  Cumulative 

Existing  noise  levels  in  the  CBD  are  relatively  high.  However,  implementation  of  the  No  Action 
Alternative  would  not  add  to  cumulative  noise  impacts. 
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4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
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4.6 


NATURAL  OR  DEPLETABLE  RESOURCES 


4.6.1  Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  a  significant  impact  would  occur  if  the  proposed  project 
interferes  with  the  extraction  of,  or  access  to,  natural  or  depletable  resources.  Development 
utilizing  natural  resources  wastefully,  or  at  a  rate  which  leads  to  depletion  or  supply  shortages 
would  be  deemed  a  significant  impact.  Due  to  the  variation  of  supply  and  demand  for  various 
resources  over  time,  quantified  thresholds  for  resource  use  are  not  available.  Typically,  this 
analysis  is  not  quantified  unless  the  project  is  of  the  type  or  in  a  location  that  would  require  an 
extraordinary  consumption  of  natural  or  depletable  resources. 

4.6.2  Impact  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.6(A)-!  Resource  supplies  are  sufficient  to  cover  construction  demands.  There- 
fore, impacts  to  natural  resources  are  considered  less  than  significant. 
[LSI 

Project  construction  building  materials  fabricated  from  raw  materials  would  be  utilized  including 
local  supplies  of  materials  such  as  sand  and  gravel  as  well  as  supplies  from  outside  the  area 
which  are  imported  for  the  project.  In  addition,  the  removal  of  existing  paved  parking  surfaces, 
worker  transportation,  site  development,  and  building  construction  would  require  the  use  of 
petroleum  resources.  Local  and  regional  supplies  of  these  resources  are  assumed  to  be  sufficient 
to  cover  both  project  and  nonproject  demands,  and  fuel  reduction  measures  would  be  observed 
(standard  EPA  requirements  for  construction  equipment).  Therefore,  short-term  impacts  are 
considered  less  than  significant. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.6(A)-2  The  long-term  rate  at  which  natural  resources  (primarily  in  the  form  of 
fossil  fuel  for  vehicle  operation  and  onsite  energy  use)  would  be 
consumed  is  not  unusual  for  a  development  such  as  the  proposed  project. 
Overall,  the  project  is  anticipated  to  result  in  less  than  significant 
impacts.  [LS] 

Onsite  electrical  and  natural  gas  associated  with  project  implementation  are  discussed  in  Section 
4.11.  The  project  would  have  no  extraordinary  effect  on  the  long-term  consumption  of  natural 
or  depletable  resources.  Because  the  supplies  of  these  resources  are  readily  available  and  energy 
conservation  measures  would  be  implemented  (i.e.,  energy  efficient  fixtures),  no  significant 
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impacts  to  natural  resources  are  anticipated.  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  not 
located  in  proximity  to  any  mineral  or  aggregate  mining  facilities,  therefore,  construction  of  the 
proposed  federal  building  would  not  hamper  or  preclude  access  to  any  natural  resources. 

The  projected  growth  in  the  size  of  the  federal  work  force  in  the  San  Francisco  area  is  not 
contingent  upon  completion  of  the  proposed  Federal  Office  Building.  If  the  proposed  building 
is  not  constructed,  the  needed  space  may  be  leased,  purchased,  or  constructed  under  a  separate 
project  or  projects.  Thus,  the  long-term  rate  at  which  natural/depletable  resources  are  consumed 
would  not  be  substantially  altered  by  the  project.  Because  the  project  would  consolidate  federal 
work  places  that  are  currently  dispersed  over  a  wide  area  in  a  single  location,  a  decrease  in 
consumption  rates  may  occur  due  to  shorter  commuting  distances  between  sites  and  more 
efficient  per  unit  energy  use  and  cost  due  to  modern  building  systems. 

The  proposed  project  also  would  consume  energy  resources  through  the  generation  of  additional 
vehicles.  The  federal  government  will  promote  the  use  of  alternative  modes  of  transportation 
to  conserve  petroleum,  reduce  traffic  congestion,  and  improve  air  quality.  Executive  Order  (EO) 
12191  states  that "  executive  agencies  shall  promote  the  use  of  ridesharing  (carpools,  vanpools, 
privately  leased  buses,  public  transportation,  and  other  multi-occupancy  modes  of  travel)  by 
personnel  working  at  Federal  facilities. 

3.  Cumulative 

Cumulative  projects  would  increase  the  rate  of  consumption  of  some  natural  resources,  both  in 
the  short-  and  the  long-term.  Cumulative  impacts  analyzed  in  environmental  reports  for  area 
planning  documents  (e.g.,  the  Mission  Bay  EIR)  were  determined  to  not  be  significant.  Based 
on  the  findings  of  these  environmental  documents,  the  growth  contemplated  by  ABAG 
projections  coupled  with  the  proposed  project  is  not  expected  to  interfere  with  the  extraction  of 
or  access  to  natural  or  depletable  resources  or  would  use  such  resources  wastefully  or  in  a 
manner  that  would  lead  to  supply  shortages. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  project- specific  mitigation  measures  are  required  because  Impacts  4.6(A)-1  and  4.6(A)-2  are 
less  than  significant. 

B.         Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  same  discussion  of  natural  and  depletable  resources  appearing  under  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  applies  to  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 
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C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  new  impacts  to  natural 
or  depletable  resources  because  a  structure  would  already  be  constructed  on  the  site.  Due  to  the 
urbanized  character  of  San  Francisco,  mining  activities  are  not  likely.  Energy  consumption 
impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  Therefore, 
no  significant  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  to  natural  or  depletable  resources  are 
associated  with  the  Purchase  Alternative. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

Similar  to  the  Purchase  Alternative,  the  Lease  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  new  impacts 
to  natural  or  depletable  resources  because  a  structure  or  structures  would  already  exist.  Due  to 
the  urbanized  character  of  San  Francisco,  mining  activities  are  not  likely.  Energy  consumption 
impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  Therefore, 
no  significant  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are  associated  with  the  Lease 
Alternative. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  mean  the  continued  use  of  the  existing 
federally  owned  buildings  and  leased  space.  This  alternative  would  not  cause  a  change  in  the 
use  of  resources.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  to 
natural  or  depletable  resources.  No  project-specific  or  cumulative  measures  are  required  for  this 
alternative. 
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LAND  USE  CONSISTENCY 


4.7.1       Introduction  and  Purpose 

The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  discuss  the  consistency  of  the  proposed  project  alternatives  with 
applicable  plans,  policies  and  regulations  governing  land  use  in  the  vicinity  of  each  alternative 
site.  A  land  use  inconsistency  may  result  in  an  environmental  impact.  The  conflict  itself  is  not 
such  an  impact.  The  environmental  impacts  that  land  use  conflicts  may  create  are  discussed  in 
the  appropriate  impact  chapters  (Noise,  Air  Quality,  Transportation  and  Circulation,  and 
Aesthetic/ Visual  Resources).  In  this  chapter,  inconsistencies  are  identified,  and  actions  that  can 
be  taken  to  rectify  those  inconsistencies  are  described. 

The  plans  and  zoning  regulations  which  apply  to  each  alternative  site  are  discussed  in  Section 
3.7.  Many  plans  and  regulations  relevant  to  specific  environmental  issues  are  discussed  in 
greater  detail  in  other  sections  of  this  EIS/EIR. 

The  federal  government  is  generally  exempt  from  local  land  use  controls  as  provided  by  the 
United  States  Constitution  Supremacy  Clause  (Article  VI,  Section  2).  However,  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  consideration  of  local  comments  on  significant  actions. 

The  Public  Buildings  Amendments  of  1988  provide  specific  direction  to  the  federal  government 
when  planning  new  buildings.  Section  21  (a)  of  the  Amendments  requires  all  buildings  to  be 
built  in  accordance  with  "nationally  recognized  codes",  unless  national  security  dictates 
otherwise.  Direction  is  also  given  with  respect  to  land  use  laws: 

(b)  Zoning  Laws.— Each  building  constructed  or  altered  by  the  General  Services 
Administration  or  any  other  Federal  agency  shall  be  constructed  or  altered  only 
after  consideration  of  all  requirements  (other  than  procedural  requirements)  of  - 

(1)  zoning  laws,  and 

(2)  laws  relating  to  landscaping,  open  space,  minimum  distance  of  a  building 
from  the  property  line,  maximum  height  of  a  building,  historic  preservation, 
and  aesthetic  qualities  of  a  building,  and  other  similar  laws,  of  a  State  or  a 
political  subdivision  of  a  State  which  would  apply  to  the  building  if  it  were 
not  a  building  constructed  or  altered  by  a  Federal  agency. 

The  Amendments  also  provide  a  procedure  for  consultation,  recommendations  and  inspection 
from  State  and  local  government  officials. 
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While  these  Amendments  give  clear  direction  to  acknowledge  local  regulations,  the  exemption 
is  retained  with  the  following  clauses: 

(e)  Effect  of  Noncompliance.  --  No  action  may  be  brought  against  the  United  States 
and  no  fine  or  penalty  may  be  imposed  against  the  United  States  for  failure  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  [this  section]  or  for  failure  to  carry  out  any  recom- 
mendation [made  by  a  State  or  local  official]. 

(f)  Limitation  on  Liability.  -  The  United  States  and  its  contractors  shall  not  be 
required  to  pay  any  amount  for  any  action  taken  by  a  State  or  a  political 
subdivision  of  a  State  to  carry  out  this  section  (including  reviewing  plans, 
carrying  out  on-site  inspections,  issuing  building  permits,  and  making  recom- 
mendations). 

4.7.2      Consistency  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

Consistency 

Finding  4.7(A)-1  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  generally  be  consistent  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Planning  Code  and  with  the  goals  and  policies 
contained  in  applicable  City  of  San  Francisco  planning  documents.  The 
proposed  building  size  would,  however,  exceed  the  allowable  Floor  Area 
Ratio  without  Transfer  of  Development  Rights. 

Planning  Code 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  zoned  Downtown  General  Commercial  (C-3-G). 
Principal  permitted  uses  allowed  by  C-3-G  are  office,  hotel,  retail,  residential,  wholesale, 
entertainment,  institutional  and  some  light  manufacturing.  The  proposed  Federal  Building  would 
be  generally  consistent  with  the  C-3-G  district. 

C-3-G  District:  Downtown  General  Commercial.  This  district  covers  the  western 
portions  of  downtown  and  is  composed  of  a  variety  of  uses:  Retail,  offices,  hotels, 
entertainment,  clubs  and  institutions,  and  high-density  residential.  Many  of  these  uses 
have  a  citywide  or  regional  function,  although  the  intensity  of  development  is  lower 
here  than  in  the  downtown  core  area.  As  in  the  case  of  other  downtown  districts,  no 
off-street  parking  is  required  for  individual  commercial  buildings,  but  in  portions  of 
this  district  automobile  parking  is  a  major  land  use,  serving  this  district  and  the 
adjacent  office  and  retail  core  areas.  In  the  vicinity  of  Market  Street,  the  configura- 
tion of  this  district  reflects  easy  accessibility  by  rapid  transit. 


San  Francisco  Federal  Building 
I  *Tiw»i)ir-<) 


4.7-2 


Final  EJS/EIR 


4.7  Land  Use  Consistency 


The  floor  to  area  ratio  (FAR)  for  C-3-G  is  6:1.  With  transferred  development  rights  (TDR), 
it  may  not  exceed  V/z  times  the  basic  floor  area  limit  for  the  district— 9: 1  (Section  123c).  The 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  approximately  95,000  square  feet.  A  6: 1  ratio  would  allow 
a  building  with  570,000  gross  square  feet  (as  defined  by  section  102.9  of  the  Planning  Code). 
The  Congressional  authorization  for  this  project  is  a  building  containing  475,000  occupiable 
square  feet.  At  a  75%  efficiency  ratio,  this  would  entail  a  building  containing  approximately 
633,000  gross  square  feet,  as  defined  by  GSA  (See  Section  2.0  of  this  EIS/EIR  for  a  complete 
discussion  of  the  different  measurements).  Without  the  transfer  of  development  rights,  the 
building  proposed  for  the  site  would  exceed  the  maximum  FAR  by  about  63,000  square  feet,  less 
than  1:1. 

Section  270  of  the  Planr.  Code  defines  the  maximum  height  and  bulk  of  buildings.  The  Tenth 
and  Market  Alternative  sue  would  allow  a  building  that  has  its  maximum  height  nearest  Market 
Street,  stepping  down  as  it  approached  Mission  Street.  The  maximum  height  at  Market  to  the 
mid-point  of  the  parcel  is  320  feet.  The  third  quarter  of  the  building  could  have  a  maximum 
height  of  200  feet.  For  the  rear  quarter,  fronting  Mission  Street,  site  zoning  would  allow  a 
building  height  of  150  feet. 

Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code  restricts  building  size  and  design  if  wind  levels  exceed 
ordinance  thresholds.  Section  3. 14,  Wind  of  this  EIS/EIR  contains  a  complete  analysis  of  wind 
tunnel  testing  for  the  site.  Consistency  with  City  requirements  are  discussed  in  the  section. 

Sections  146,  147  and  295  of  the  Planning  Code  contain  restrictions  on  building  heights  and  bulk 
if  they  would  create  shadows  in  certain  public  areas.  Section  3.16,  Shadow  contains  a 
discussion  of  these  ordinances  and  the  shadow  analysis  conducted  for  this  site. 

The  provision  of  off-street  parking  is  not  required  in  the  C-3-G  district,  see  discussion  in  Section 
3.7  of  this  document  (Sections  151  and  161(c)  Planning  Code).  See  also  Section  4.12 
Transportation  for  a  discussion  of  parking  impacts  and  requirements. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Consistency 

Finding  4. 7(B)- 1  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  be  generally  consistent  with 
applicable  Planning  Code  requirements. 

Planning  Code 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  also  zoned  Downtown  General  Commercial  (C-3-G). 
The  proposed  Federal  Building  would  be  consistent  with  the  C-3-G  designation. 


San  Francisco  Federal  Building 

l:\W*IWA9J-U12W«.7 


4.7-3 


Final  EIS/EIR 


4.7  Land  Use  Consistency 


The  FAR  ratio  for  C-3-G  is  6:1.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  approximately 
164,000  square  feet.  This  would  allow  a  building  with  987,000  gross  square  feet  (as  defined 
by  section  102.9  of  the  Planning  Code).  The  Congressional  authorization  for  this  project  is  a 
building  containing  475,000  occupiable  square  feet.  At  a  75%  efficiency  ratio,  this  would  entail 
a  building  containing  approximately  633,000  gross  square  feet,  as  defined  by  GSA  (See  Section 
2.0  of  this  EIS/EIR  for  a  complete  discussion  of  the  different  floor  measurements).  Therefore, 
a  structure  built  to  the  level  of  Congressional  authorization  would  be  in  compliance  with  City 
FAR  restrictions. 

Other  zoning  requirements  for  the  C-3-G  district  were  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  The  same  requirements  would  apply  to  this  site.  As  proposed,  the  project  would 
generally  be  consistent  with  those  requirements. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 
Consistency 

Finding  4.7(C)- 1  The  purchase  of  an  existing  building  would  generally  be  consistent  with 
applicable  Planning  Code  requirements. 

The  Purchase  Alternative  assumes  that  an  existing  building  would  be  purchased  and  occupied 
by  federal  executive  agencies.  It  would  be  sufficient  in  size  to  accomplish  the  goal  of 
consolidating  several  federal  agencies.  Federal  regulations  would  require  that  the  building  be 
brought  into  compliance  with  the  Uniform  Building  Code. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 
Consistency 

Finding  4.7(D)-1  The  lease  of  existing  office  space  would  be  generally  consistent  with 
applicable  Planning  Code  requirements. 

As  with  the  purchase  of  an  existing  building,  the  lease  of  existing  office  space  would  also  be 
consistent  with  most  City  planning  documents  and  Planning  Code  requirements.  From  a  City 
policy  standpoint,  the  one  notable  exception  is  with  regard  to  the  Civic  Center  Plan's  Policy  4 
under  Objective  2  which  states  "Encourage  administrative-oriented  government  functions 
(executive,  legislative,  and  judicial)  to  locate  in  new  consolidated  facilities  rather  than  being 
dispersed  throughout  the  adjacent  area  in  leased  or  rented  quarters."  GSA  has  been  unable  to 
locate  large  office  blocks  in  the  rental  market  that  would  accomplish  this  goal  in  the  Civic 
Center  rental  market.  Some  of  the  agencies  that  would  be  accommodated  by  the  project  would 
have  to  be  located  in  multiple  locations,  reducing  their  efficiency  and  increasing  their  cost.  This 
could  be  rectified  by  finding,  when  available  upon  the  market,  large  block  office  lease  space. 


San  Francisco  Federal  Building 


4.7-4 


Final  EJS/EIX 


4.7  Land  Use  Consistency 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  short-  or  long-term  inconsistencies  with 
Planning  Code  requirements,  local  land  use  plans,  or  policies  with  the  notable  exception 
discussed  in  the  Lease  Alternative  regarding  the  Civic  Center  Plan's  Policy  4  under  Objective 
2,  which  encourages  consolidation  of  governmental  office  space  into  new  facilities  rather  than 
dispersed,  leased  space. 
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SOCIOECONOMICS  AND  THE  REAL  ESTATE  MARKET 


This  section  analyzes  the  degree  to  which  any  of  the  alternatives  would  affect  population  and 
housing  in  the  Bay  Area.  It  also  assesses  impacts  to  local  economic  activity  and  the  commercial 
real  estate  market.  Impacts  in  this  section  are  assessed  on  a  regional  and  local  scale  rather  than 
short-term  and  long-term  time  frames. 

4.8.1      Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

The  economic  and  employment  impacts  of  any  project  can  be  fully  assessed  only  through  a 
complete  econometric  study.  However,  the  size  of  the  proposed  project  in  relation  to  the  size 
of  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  economy  did  not  warrant  an  in-depth  economic  analysis. 
Therefore,  this  section  provides  a  more  qualitative  analysis  of  the  general  social  and  economic 
effects  of  implementing  the  proposed  action  and  each  of  the  alternatives.  The  thresholds 
discussed  below  provide  the  measures  against  which  the  significance  of  the  effects  associated 
with  each  alternative  will  be  measured. 

Population  and  Housing 

Population  impacts  are  considered  significant  if  project  implementation  would  displace  a 
substantial  number  of  current  residents  or  induce  substantial  population  growth,  either  directly 
or  indirectly,  that  would  exceed  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG)  projections. 

Impacts  to  the  local  housing  market  are  considered  significant  if  the  proposed  project  would 
displace  existing  housing  or  create  substantial  demand  for  housing  that  could  not  be  accommo- 
dated by  current  and  projected  housing  levels. 

Regional  Economy/Employment 

Impacts  to  the  regional  economy  are  considered  significant  if  project  implementation  would 
result  in  a  substantial  net  job  loss  in  San  Francisco  or  the  Bay  Area  or  if  it  would  cause  a  long- 
term  increase  in  the  local  office  space  vacancy  rate  or  if  project  implementation  would  be 
substantially  inconsistent  with  City  of  San  Francisco  policies  relating  to  economic  development. 

Local  Scale  Socioeconomic  Impacts 

Local  scale  impacts  are  considered  significant  if  the  proposed  project  would  substantially  and 
adversely  alter  local  business  patterns. 
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4.8.2       Impact  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Population  and  Housing 

Impact  4.8(A)-1  Implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  not  result  in 
the  displacement  of  any  existing  housing  or  directly  create  demand  for 
new  housing.  Population  and  housing  impacts  are  therefore  considered 
less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  not  directly  affect  any  existing  residents  or  housing. 
In  addition,  because  it  would  accommodate  the  relocation  of  federal  employees  already  living 
in  the  City  and  the  region  rather  than  bringing  new  federal  employees  to  the  region,  the  Tenth 
and  Market  Alternative  would  not  be  expected  to  directly  generate  additional  population  or  create 
a  demand  for  new  housing.  Few,  if  any,  employees  at  the  affected  federal  agencies  would  be 
expected  to  relocate  in  order  to  work  at  the  proposed  office  building  as  all  are  already  working 
in  San  Francisco.  Thus,  no  direct  impact  to  local  population  or  the  housing  market  in  the  Bay 
Area  would  occur. 

Although  the  project  consolidates  existing  jobs  rather  than  directly  creating  new  ones,  the 
relocation  of  2,700  employees  from  leased  office  space  throughout  the  City  to  a  new  federal 
office  building  would  make  the  vacated  office  space  available  for  new  tenants  which,  at  full 
occupancy,  could  result  in  an  indirect  increase  of  up  to  2,700  employees  in  San  Francisco. 
These  new  tenants  could  create  a  demand  for  additional  city  services  and  housing.  However, 
an  increase  in  employment  caused  by  the  project  would  not  necessarily  represent  an  equivalent 
population  influx  into  San  Francisco.  While  it  is  expected  that  some  of  the  new  employees 
generated  by  the  project  would  move  to  San  Francisco,  many  would  be  held  by  individuals  who 
already  live  in  the  City  and  previously  worked  at  different  jobs  or  did  not  work,  or  by 
commuters  who  live  and  would  continue  to  live  outside  the  City.  Any  population  increase  that 
may  occur  as  a  result  of  an  influx  would  be  well  within  ABAG  population  projections  for  both 
the  City  and  the  region.  Indirect  population  and  housing  impacts  would  therefore  be  less  than 
significant. 
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2.  Regional 

Impact  4.8(A)-2  Implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  provide 
employment  opportunities  during  construction  and  would  preserve  about 
2,700  federal  jobs  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  in  the  long  term. 
This  is  considered  a  beneficial  economic  impact  for  the  City.  [B] 

Construction  of  the  proposed  federal  office  building  would  provide  local  employment 
opportunities  in  the  construction  industry.  As  discussed  in  Section  3.8,  employment  in  the 
City's  construction  industry  has  shown  a  general  decline  since  1982  when  there  were  about 
25,000  people  employed  in  the  industry.  As  of  1992,  only  about  12,000  construction  jobs 
remained.  In  the  period  from  1990  to  1992  alone,  about  4,000  construction  jobs  were  lost,  a 
25  percent  decrease. 

Based  upon  the  projected  construction  costs  for  the  proposed  federal  office  building,  project 
implementation  would  create  short-term  jobs  associated  with  construction  activity.  Therefore, 
the  proposed  action  would  provide  employment  opportunities  in  an  industry  that  has  been  in  a 
general  state  of  decline  in  the  City  for  over  10  years.  This  is  considered  a  beneficial  impact. 

The  relocation  of  businesses  from  central  cities  to  suburban  office  and  industrial  parks  has  been 
a  continuing  trend  throughout  the  nation  over  the  past  30  or  so  years.  This  trend  has  resulted 
in  a  general  dispersion  of  jobs  (and  associated  decrease  in  the  importance  of  central  cities  as  job 
providers)  in  metropolitan  areas  throughout  the  nation,  including  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 
As  discussed  in  Section  3.8,  the  City  of  San  Francisco's  share  of  total  Bay  Area  employment 
fell  from  28.6  percent  to  18.5  percent  between  1970  and  1992,  although  the  City  remains  a  hub 
of  economic  activity  for  the  region. 

A  multiplier  effect  often  occurs  as  companies  and  associated  jobs  leave  central  cities  and  the 
customer  bases  of  companies  providing  support  services  to  an  individual  company  are  reduced. 
Thus,  the  widespread  relocation  of  employment-generating  businesses  can  have  a  negative  ripple 
effect  on  the  local  economy  in  downtown  areas. 

ABAG  estimates  that  every  new  office  job  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  actually  creates  a 
total  of  1.3  jobs,  including  the  office  jobs  themselves,  as  well  as  those  providing  services  that 
support  office  functions  (ABAG,  1991).  Based  upon  this  estimate,  the  retention  of  the  2,700 
federal  office  jobs  in  the  downtown  San  Francisco  area  would  actually  preserve  over  3,500  jobs 
within  the  City.  In  addition,  the  proposed  action  would  increase  the  City's  overall  employment 
capacity  by  increasing  the  overall  amount  of  office  space  in  the  City.  The  new  office  jobs 
created  in  response  to  the  office  vacancies  resulting  from  the  proposed  action  are  rilled  would 
have  a  similar  multiplier  effect  on  the  City's  economy.  Therefore,  although  very  localized 
impacts  to  some  retail  businesses  may  occur  as  a  result  of  the  movement  of  employees  within 
the  downtown  area,  the  proposed  federal  office  building  would  have  generally  beneficial  impacts 
upon  the  City  of  San  Francisco  economy. 
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Impact  4.8(A)-3  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  not  substantially  affect  office 
space  vacancy  rates  in  the  downtown  San  Francisco  area.  Therefore, 
impacts  to  the  local  commercial  real  estate  market  would  be  less  than 
significant.  [LS] 

Implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  enable  the  federal  government  to 
reduce  its  inventory  of  leased  office  space  in  San  Francisco  by  about  464,000  square  feet.  This 
amounts  to  less  than  1  percent  of  the  63.4  million  square  feet  of  office  space  in  the  downtown 
San  Francisco  area.  Because  vacancy  rates  in  downtown  San  Francisco  have  remained  relatively 
low  over  the  past  several  years  (refer  to  Table  3.8-4),  the  vacancies  created  by  construction  of 
the  federal  office  building  would  unlikely  be  long-term.  This  is  partially  due  to  the  effects  of 
Proposition  M  which  restricts  office  development  to  475,000  sq.  ft.  per  year.  In  addition,  the 
market  may  be  enhanced  due  to  larger  blocks  of  contiguous  space  becoming  available  through 
cancellation  of  federal  lease  actions.  Therefore,  impacts  to  the  local  real  estate  market  are 
considered  less  than  significant. 

Impact  4.8(A)-4  Implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  help 
implement  City  of  San  Francisco  policies  related  to  the  retention  of 
business  and  government  functions.  This  is  considered  a  beneficial 
impact.  [B] 

As  described  in  Section  3.8,  the  City  of  San  Francisco's  Commerce  and  Industry  Element 
includes  policies  to  retain  existing  commercial  development  and  promote  the  City  (particularly 
the  Civic  Center  area)  as  a  location  for  government  functions.  Development  of  the  proposed 
federal  office  building  would  retain  existing  government  jobs  in  the  City  for  the  long  term.  At 
the  same  time,  it  would  further  the  City's  goal  of  attracting  local,  state  and  federal  government 
functions  in  the  Civic  Center  area  of  the  City.  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would 
therefore  help  implement  both  of  these  policy  objectives. 

3.  Local  Scale 

Impact  4.8(A)-5  The  project  would  displace  several  commercial  and  retail  businesses. 

However,  all  businesses  displaced  would  receive  relocation  assistance  in 
accordance  with  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act.  Impacts  would  therefore 
be  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Businesses  currently  existing  on  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  would  be  demolished  as 
part  of  project  implementation.  Relocation  assistance  would  be  provided  for  all  displaced 
businesses  in  accordance  with  the  Uniform  Relocation  Act. 


Sam  Francisco  Federal  Building 


4.8-4 


Final  E1S/EIR 


4.8  Socioeconomics  and  the  Real  Estate  Market 

Impact  4.8(A)-6  The  proposed  project  would  be  consistent  with  EO  12898  resulting  in  less 
than  significant  impacts.  [LS] 

Federal  agency  responsibilities  under  Executive  Order  (EO)  12898  include  conducting  its 
programs,  policies,  and  activities  that  substantially  affect  human  health  or  the  environment  in 
a  manner  that  ensures  that  such  programs,  policies,  and  activities  do  not  have  the  effect  of 
excluding  persons  (including  populations)  from  participation  in,  denying  persons  (including 
populations)  the  benefits  of,  or  subjecting  persons  (including  populations)  to  discrimination 
under,  such  programs,  policies,  and  activities,  because  of  their  race,  color,  or  national  origin. 

This  project  would  provide  some  short-  and  long-term  employment  opportunities  for  low  to 
moderate  income  individuals,  and  increased  business  opportunities  for  the  area  surrounding  the 
project  site.  Project  implementation  would  not  create  any  significant  new  environmental 
hazards.  Overall,  the  development  of  the  proposed  project  would  have  beneficial  impacts  on  the 
surrounding  neighborhoods  within  the  downtown  area.  Construction  of  this  project  would  not 
disproportionately  affect  minority  or  low-income  individuals  and  is  consistent  with  provisions 
of  EO  12898. 

Impact  4. 8 (A) -7  Although  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  may  adversely  affect  some 
local  businesses,  local  scale  socioeconomic  conditions  would  primarily  be 
enhanced  by  the  introduction  of  an  increased  customer  base  for  local 
businesses.  This  is  considered  a  primarily  beneficial  impact.  [6] 

Many  factors  influence  the  socioeconomic  makeup  of  any  area,  particularly  in  a  city  like  San 
Francisco,  which  contains  a  mix  of  retail,  office,  industrial,  and  residential  uses  throughout 
much  of  the  City.  Nevertheless,  the  introduction  of  2,700  new  office  workers  to  the  area  would 
likely  create  additional  demand  for  a  variety  of  support  services  in  the  immediate  area.  These 
may  include  such  facilities  as  restaurants,  employee-serving  retail  shops  (dry  cleaners,  stationery 
and  book  stores),  and  photocopying/printing  services. 

Because  the  area  to  the  north  of  the  site  already  contains  several  office  buildings,  a  number  of 
retail  facilities  that  cater  largely  to  office  workers  exist  along  Market  Street  (including 
restaurants,  print  shops,  and  various  specialty  shops).  These  facilities  would  be  expected  to 
absorb  much  of  the  demand  for  services  generated  by  the  proposed  federal  building,  thus 
enjoying  increased  business  and  revenues.  These  would  be  beneficial  impacts  to  such 
businesses. 

If  existing  businesses  are  not  able  to  absorb  all  of  the  increased  local  demand  for  services, 
additional  supporting  businesses  may  be  attracted  to  the  area.  This  would  tend  to  increase  area 
land  values  to  some  degree.  Increased  rents  associated  with  higher  land  values  may  have  the 
effect  of  forcing  out  existing  lower  end  retail  uses.  Because  the  area  already  contains  numerous 
office-serving  retail  uses,  employees  at  the  proposed  federal  building  would  likely  use  these 
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services  thereby  curbing  economic  effects  on  the  lower-end  uses  to  the  south.  Thus,  no 
significant  alteration  of  socioeconomic  conditions  would  be  anticipated. 

4.  Cumulative 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  directly  retain  about  2,700  jobs  in  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  and  indirectly  retain  about  800  more  jobs.  By  preserving  jobs  in  the  City,  the  Tenth 
and  Market  Alternative  would  have  primarily  beneficial  local  socioeconomic  impacts.  Thus,  it 
would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulatively  significant  adverse  socioeconomic  effects. 

5.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  socioeconomic  impacts  are  less  than  significant,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1.  Population  and  Housing,  Regional,  and  Cumulative 

Impacts  4. 8(A)- 1, 4.8(A)-2, 4.8(A)-3, 4.8(A)-4,  and  4. 8(A)-6  described  above  for  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative  would  also  apply  to  development  of  the  proposed  federal  office  building,  at 
the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site.  Localized  impacts  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  site  are  described  below. 

2.  Local  Scale 

Impact  4.8(B)-!  Implementation  of  the  federal  building  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  site  would  be  expected  to  alter  the  socioeconomic  character- 
istics of  the  immediate  neighborhood.  Although  some  area  businesses 
may  be  adversely  affected  by  such  changes,  the  anticipated  impact  to  the 
area  would  generally  be  beneficial.  [B] 

As  with  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  development  of  the  federal  office  building  at  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  would  introduce  about  2,700  new  office  employees  to  the 
area.  The  immediate  vicinity  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  dominated  by  low- 
end  retail  establishments,  residential  hotels,  and  vacant  office  space. 

Because  relatively  few  of  the  existing  retail  establishments  in  the  immediate  area  cater  primarily 
to  office  workers,  the  influx  of  new  office  employees  may  create  demand  for  new  types  of 
services  (higher  end  restaurants,  copy  shops,  and  other  specialty  retail).  This  would  generally 
have  beneficial  impacts  upon  the  local  scale  economy  by  increasing  money  flow  through  the 
community. 
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Although  employee- serving  businesses  would  not  directly  compete  with  existing  retail 
establishments  in  the  area,  the  increased  demand  for  higher  end  services  may  serve  to  increase 
land  values.  This  could  have  the  effect  of  forcing  some  area  establishments  out  of  business. 
However,  the  area  currently  has  a  high  vacancy  rate  (particularly  along  Mission,  Sixth,  Seventh, 
and  Eighth  Streets).  Therefore,  many  new  establishments  may  occupy  currently  vacant 
buildings,  thus  minimizing  impacts  to  existing  businesses. 

Increased  demand  for  higher  end  services  may  also  have  the  indirect  effect  of  putting  pressure 
on  existing  residential  hotels  in  the  area  by  providing  an  incentive  to  convert  to  more  profitable 
uses.  However,  the  San  Francisco  Single  Room  Occupancy  (SRO)  Ordinance  and  Chapter  41 
of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code  include  numerous  provisions  to  provide  incentives  for 
creation  of  new  SRO  units  and  to  protect  existing  SRO  units.  Therefore,  this  would  not 
constitute  a  significant  impact. 

3.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

1.  Population  and  Housing 

Impact  4.8(C)-1  The  Purchase  Alternative  would  have  no  discernable  effect  on  Bay  Area 
population  or  housing.  This  is  considered  a  less  than  significant  impact. 
[LSI 

As  it  would  entail  the  purchase  of  an  existing  office  building  in  the  downtown  San  Francisco 
area,  this  alternative  would  not  create  any  additional  office  space  in  the  City.  Thus,  it  would 
not  accommodate  any  new  employees  in  the  City  or  induce  any  growth  in  regional  population 
or  housing. 

2.  Regional 

Impact  4.8(Q-2  Implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  preserve  about  2,700 
federal  jobs  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  in  the  long  term.  This 
would  be  a  beneficial  economic  impact.  [B] 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  ensure  that  the  2,700  affected  federal  jobs  remain  in  the 
downtown  San  Francisco  area  for  the  long  term.  This  would  prevent  the  loss  of  jobs  in  the  City 
that  would  occur  if  the  affected  federal  agencies  elected  to  move  to  a  location  outside  the  City. 
Although  very  localized  adverse  impacts  to  some  retail  businesses  may  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
relocation  of  employees  within  the  downtown  area,  implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative 
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would  have  generally  beneficial  impacts  upon  the  City's  economy.  The  real  impact  of 
purchasing  a  building  is  reducing  the  amount  of  leasable  office  space  stock. 

Impact  4.8(C)-3  The  Purchase  Alternative  would  probably  not  affect  office  space  vacancy 
rates  in  downtown  San  Francisco.  Therefore,  impacts  to  the  local 
commercial  real  estate  market  would  be  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  displace  the  businesses  currently  occupying  the  building  that  is 
purchased.  Some  of  these  businesses  may  choose  to  relocate  outside  San  Francisco,  particularly 
in  light  of  the  recent  trend  toward  decentralization  of  business  activity  in  the  Bay  Area  (see 
Section  3.8).  However,  this  alternative  would  ensure  the  long-term  occupancy  of  about  675,000 
GSF  of  commercial  office  space  in  the  City.  Therefore,  no  significant  impact  to  the  San 
Francisco  real  estate  market  would  be  anticipated. 

3.  Local  Scale 

Impact  4.8(C)-4  Although  the  Purchase  Alternative  may  adversely  affect  some  local 
businesses,  local  scale  socioeconomic  conditions  would  primarily  be 
enhanced  by  the  introduction  of  an  increased  customer  base  for  local 
businesses.  This  is  considered  a  primarily  beneficial  impact.  [B] 

See  discussion  for  Impact  4.8  (C)-3  above. 

4.  Cumulative 

Impact  4.8(C)-5  The  Purchase  Alternative  would  help  implement  City  of  San  Francisco 
policies  related  to  the  retention  of  business  and  attraction  of  government 
functions.  This  is  considered  a  generally  beneficial  impact.  [B] 

Purchase  of  an  existing  building  for  the  development  of  a  new  federal  office  building  would 
retain  existing  government  jobs  in  the  City  for  the  long  term.  It  would  also  further  the  goal  of 
attracting  government  functions  to  the  City.  The  Purchase  Alternative  would  therefore  help 
implement  City  of  San  Francisco  policy  objectives  relating  to  business  retention.  However, 
existing  businesses  displaced  by  the  purchase  of  the  building  may  choose  to  relocate  outside  the 
City. 

5.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 


Sun  Francisco  Federal  Building 
i  .wri*r*»-tji2W4.i 


4.8-8 


Final  ElS/EX 


4.8  Socioeconomics  and  the  Real  Estate  Market 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

Socioeconomic  impacts  associated  with  the  Lease  Alternative  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the 
Purchase  Alternative  (see  Impacts  4.8(C)-1,  4.8(C)-2,  4.8(C)-3,  4.8(C)-4,  and  4.8(C)-5). 
Overall  beneficial  impacts  to  the  City  may,  however,  be  somewhat  less  than  described  for  the 
Purchase  Alternative  because  leasing  would  be  less  likely  to  ensure  the  long-term  retention  of 
government  functions  in  San  Francisco. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  have  no  impact,  adverse  or  beneficial,  on  socioeconomic 
conditions  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area. 
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4.9         AESTHETIC/VISUAL  RESOURCES 


4.9.1  Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

The  analysis  of  aesthetic  impacts  is  based  upon  site  reconnaissance,  photo  documentation  of  each 
site  and  its  surrounding  area,  and  a  literature  survey  of  documentation  in  the  public  record 
regarding  urban  design  issues  in  the  affected  area  of  San  Francisco.  The  discussion  of  urban 
design  is  drawn  from  The  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  in  particular  the  Urban  Design  Element 
and  the  Downtown  Area  Plan  (Appendix  I  includes  a  summary  of  the  City's  objectives  and 
policies  on  aesthetics  and  visual  resources).  If  definitive  features  of  the  preferred  project  or 
alternative  were  in  violation  of  a  city  ordinance  derived  from  an  objective  or  policy  of  the 
Master  Plan,  a  significant  impact  would  be  identified. 

4.9.2  Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short  Term 

Impact  4.9(A)-1  Short-term  construction  activities  would  be  visible  from  surrounding 
areas.  This  impact  is  considered  to  be  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  occur  up  to  an  estimated  3-year  period.  Because  the 
site  is  clearly  visible  from  important  public  rights-of-way,  nearby  office  and  residential 
structures,  and  formal  and  informal  open  space  areas,  aesthetic  impacts  from  construction  related 
activities  (i.e.,  building  demolition,  debris  removal,  soil  excavation  and  preparation,  building 
construction,  etc.)  would  occur.  Because  these  are  temporary,  and  because  GSA  will  adhere  to 
City  building  code  requirements  regulating  site  screening  and  buffering,  these  impacts  would  be 
less  than  significant. 

2.  Long  Term 

Impact  4.9(A)-2  No  final  site  plans  or  architectural  designs  have  been  developed  for  the 
project.  However,  general  project  design  components  have  been 
established,  indicating  that  the  proposed  building  would  be  approx- 
imately 315  feet  in  height  and  cover  approximately  95,000  square  feet  of 
land  area.  The  building,  as  discussed  earlier,  would  generally  conform 
to  current  height  and  bulk  restrictions.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  no 
significant  impacts.  [LS] 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  is  located  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Civic  Center  area,  a  district 
of  major  urban  design  distinction.  The  structure  would  generally  conform  to  height  and  bulk 
restrictions.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  tower  of  the  building  will  be  moved  farther  back  from 

Sm  Francisco  Federal  Building  4.9"  1  Final  E1S/EIR 


I:\W*IW7US-I5I*m4.» 


4.9  Aesthetic/Visual  Resources 


Market  Street  in  order  to  reduce  hazardous  winds  at  the  pedestrian  level  (see  Sections  4.7,  Land 
Use  and  4.14,  Wind).  A  building  of  315  feet  would  clearly  be  visible  from  most  public  places 
within  the  Civic  Center  area. 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  is  a  large-scale  structure.  Structures  of  this  size  and 
magnitude  have  a  potential  to  disrupt  pedestrian  life  and  human-scaled  urban  form.  This  is 
especially  the  case  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  site,  which  includes  a  strong  commercial  activity  on 
Market  Street,  and  an  easily  overlooked  neighborhood  on  Mission  Street.  The  project,  however, 
will  comply  with  design  policies  in  the  City  Planning  Code,  which  would  reduce  visual  impacts 
to  a  less  than  significant  level.  In  fact,  the  proposed  building  could  provide  a  more  cohesive 
transition  from  the  district  center  to  the  neighborhood  for  the  one  block  transition  between  these 
two  major  arterials  with  careful  street  design.  In  addition,  because  the  building  would  be 
surrounded  on  three  sides  by  structures  of  comparable  size,  no  existing  public  views  would  be 
obstructed. 

3.  Cumulative 

Impact  4.9(A)-3  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  does  not  represent  a  major  change  in 
the  established  development  pattern  of  this  district  of  the  City,  as  there 
are  existing  developments  in  the  immediate  area  of  similar  size  and  scale. 
Therefore,  the  cumulative  effect  on  the  aesthetic  and  visual  resource 
environment  in  the  urban  core  is  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  is  indicative  of  the  ongoing  interest  in  building  large 
structures  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  Such  development  activity  is  fully  anticipated  in 
the  City's  Master  Plan,  and  is  generally  consistent  with  the  land  use  regulatory  framework 
established  in  the  City. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  necessary. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  proposes  a  structure,  but  with  a  different  street  frontage 
condition  and  a  different  urban  context. 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.9(B)-1  Short-term  construction  activities  would  be  visible  from  surrounding 
areas.  This  impact  is  considered  to  be  less  than  significant.  [LS] 
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Construction  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  occur  up  to  an  estimated  three  year 
period.  Because  the  site  is  clearly  visible  from  important  public  rights-of-way,  nearby  hotel, 
office  and  residential  structures,  and  formal  and  informal  open  space  areas,  aesthetic  impacts 
from  construction  related  activities  (i.e.  building  demolition,  debris  removal,  soil  excavation  and 
preparation,  building  construction,  etc.,)  would  occur.  Since  these  impacts  are  temporary,  and 
since  the  applicant  will  adhere  to  City  building  code  requirements  regulating  site  screening  and 
buffering,  these  impacts  will  be  less  than  significant. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.9(B)-2  Because  no  final  site  plans  or  architectural  designs  have  been  developed 
for  the  project,  the  precise  viewshed  impact  of  project  implementation 
cannot  be  determined.  However,  general  project  design  components  have 
been  established,  indicating  that  the  proposed  building  could  be  about 
240  feet  in  height  and  cover  approximately  70,000  square  feet  of  site 
area.  The  structure  is  intended  to  generally  conform  to  the  City's  height 
and  bulk  requirements,  will  not  substantially  block  existing  scenic  views 
from  public  areas,  and  thus  would  not  have  a  significant  impact.  [LS] 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  is  located  at  the  periphery  of  the  larger  Civic  Center  area, 
a  district  of  major  urban  design  distinction.  A  building  of  120  to  240  feet,  as  shown  from  the 
shadow  study,  would  be  visible  from  some  public  places  within  the  Civic  Center  area.  As 
proposed,  the  building  would  generally  conform  to  city  height  and  bulk  regulations,  and  thus 
would  not  have  a  significant  impact.  While  the  building  could  affect  some  views  of  the  plaza, 
it  would  not  have  a  substantial  impact  on  scenic  views  available  to  the  public. 

Furthermore,  the  subarea  is  an  area  of  cohesive,  early  20th-century  masonry  structures.  These 
structures,  along  Market  Street  between  One  Trinity  Center  and  Seventh  Street,  and  along  the 
east  side  of  Seventh  Street  itself,  are  not  part  of  the  alternative  site  and  would  remain. 

The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  involve  the  construction  of  a  building  that  would 
be  more  than  double  the  scale  of  anything  in  its  block.  Structures  that  involve  this  degree  of 
scale  change  have  a  potential  to  disrupt  pedestrian  life  and  human-scaled  urban  form.  This  is 
especially  the  case  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site,  which  includes  street  frontages 
which  retain  well  established  structures  with  an  identifiable  relationship  with  the  street, 
consistent  with  design  principles  practiced  at  the  time  of  their  construction  (1905  through  1920). 
The  project,  however,  will  comply  with  design  policies  in  the  City  Planning  Code,  which  would 
reduce  visual  impacts  to  a  less  than  significant  level.  In  fact,  the  proposed  building  could 
provide  a  more  cohesive  transition  from  the  district  center  to  the  neighborhood  for  the  one  block 
transition  between  two  major  arterials.  This  vacant  site  includes  a  former  bus  terminal  and  large 
areas  of  surface  parking.  The  applicant  has  the  opportunity  to  restore  the  urban  streetwall  and 
pedestrian  streetscape  at  this  site  through  careful  design  of  the  building  and  surroundings. 
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3.  Cumulative 

Impact  4.9(B)-3  The  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  does  not  represent  a  major  change 
in  the  established  development  pattern  of  this  district  of  the  City,  as 
there  are  existing  developments  in  the  area  of  similar  size  and  scale. 
Therefore,  the  cumulative  effect  on  the  aesthetic  and  visual  resource 
environment  is  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

As  with  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  development  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 
would  be  generally  consistent  with  the  land  use  regulatory  framework  of  the  City  and  is  fully 
anticipated  in  the  City's  Master  Plan. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  purchase  of  an  existing  structure  in  lieu  of  constructing  a  new  building  would  not  involve 
any  new  impacts  to  aesthetics  or  visual  resources. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  lease  of  existing  building  space  in  lieu  of  constructing  a  new  building  would  not  involve  any 
new  impacts  to  aesthetics  or  visual  resources. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  no  new  federal  building  would  be  constructed,  leased,  or 
purchased.  The  GSA  would  continue  to  operate  from  a  variety  of  existing  facilities  and  sites 
around  the  City.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  aesthetic/ visual  resource  impacts  associated  with 
the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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An  historic  resources  evaluation  was  prepared  by  San  Buenaventura  Research  Associates  (SBRA) 
of  Santa  Paula,  California,  and  was  based  upon  field  investigations  conducted  by  the  consultants 
in  March  1994;  and  historical  background  research  conducted  in  March  and  April  1994.  A 
selected  bibliography  of  sources  and  detailed  list  of  properties  evaluated  is  contained  in 
Appendix  E. 

4.10.1     Significance  Thresholds  and  Impact  Assessment  Methodology 

The  project  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  historic  resources  if  it  would  cause  an  adverse 
effect  on  an  historic  resource.  For  purposes  of  this  EIS/EIR,  an  historic  resource  is  a  resource 
listed: 

•  On  or  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP); 

•  As  a  state  landmark,  or  as  a  local  landmark  under  Article  10  of  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Code;  or 

•  As  a  Category  I  or  II  significant  building  under  Article  1 1  of  the  Planning  Code 
(Downtown  Plan  Rating). 

In  determining  whether  a  property  is  eligible  for  listing  on  the  NRHP,  this  EIS/EIR  uses  the 
eligibility  criteria  set  forth  in  federal  regulations.  The  criteria  are  as  follows: 

"National  Register  criteria  for  evaluation  [36  CFR  60.4]  The  quality  of 
significance  in  American  history,  architecture,  archaeology,  engineering, 
and  culture  is  present  in  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  objects 
that  possess  integrity  of  location,  design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship, 
feeling,  and  association 

(a)  that  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution 
to  the  broad  patterns  of  our  history;  or 

(b)  that  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  our  past;  or 

(c)  that  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method 
of  construction,  or  that  represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess 
high  artistic  values,  or  that  represent  a  significant  and  distinguishable 
entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction;  or 

(d)  that  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information  important  in 
prehistory  or  history." 
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The  EIS/EIR  also  uses  federal  criteria  to  determine  whether  an  impact  would  have  an  "adverse 
effect"  on  an  historic  resource.  Federal  regulations  define  "effect"  and  "adverse  effect"  by  the 
following  criteria: 

"a.  Criterion  of  Effect  [36  CFR  800.9  (a)].  An  undertaking  has  an  effect 
on  a  historic  property  when  the  undertaking  may  alter  characteristics  of 
the  property  that  may  qualify  the  property  for  inclusion  in  the  National 
Register.  For  the  purposes  of  determining  effect,  alteration  to  features 
of  a  property's  location,  setting,  or  use  may  be  relevant  depending  on 
a  property's  significant  characteristics  and  should  be  considered. 

b.  Criteria  of  Adverse  Effect  [36  CFR  800.9  (b)].  An  undertaking  is 
considered  to  have  an  adverse  effect  when  the  effect  on  a  historic 
property  may  diminish  the  integrity  of  the  property's  location,  design, 
setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  or  association.  Adverse 
[significant]  effects  on  historic  properties  include,  but  are  not  limited 
to: 

(1)  Physical  destruction,  damage,  or  alteration  of  all  or  part  of  the 
property; 

(2)  Isolation  of  the  property  from  or  alteration  of  the  character  of  the 
property's  setting  when  that  character  contributes  to  the  property's 
qualification  for  the  National  Register; 

(3)  Introduction  of  visual,  audible,  or  atmospheric  elements  that  are 
out  of  character  with  the  property  or  alter  its  setting; 

(4)  Neglect  of  a  property  resulting  in  its  deterioration  or  destruction; 
and 

(5)  Transfer,  lease,  or  sale  of  the  property. " 
4.10.2     Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

The  project  will  cause  no  short  term  impacts  to  historic  properties. 
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2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.10(A)-1  Because  the  project  will  be  developed  in  accordance  with  San  Francisco 
regulations  and  policies  governing  the  integration  of  new  development 
into  historic  contexts,  the  undertaking  will  not  result  in  an  adverse  effect 
on  properties  designated  as  a  State  or  City  Landmark,  rated  a  Category 
I  or  II  building  under  the  Downtown  Plan,  or  listed  on  or  eligible  for  the 
NRHP.  This  impact  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

SBRA  has  reviewed  all  structures  within  the  APE.  There  are  no  National  Register  properties 
in  the  APE.  SBRA  is  of  the  opinion  that  two  buildings  appear  to  be  eligible  for  NRHP  listing. 
These  are  the  Merchandise  Mart  located  at  1301  Market  Street  (which  has  a  Downtown  Rating 
of  I)  and  Gantner  and  Mattern  Co.  Mill  at  1449-53  Mission  Street  (see  Figure  4.10-1). 

Because  neither  of  these  buildings  are  on  the  project  site  itself,  neither  would  suffer  a  direct 
physical  impact.  Therefore,  in  applying  the  criteria  of  adverse  effect,  the  only  criteria  that  has 
the  potential  to  result  in  an  adverse  effect  to  these  properties  is  the  "introduction  of  visual, 
audible,  or  atmospheric  elements  that  are  out  of  character  with  the  property  or  alter  its  setting." 
36  CFR  800.9(b)(3).  The  other  criteria  would  not  occur  as  a  result  of  the  project. 

Absent  any  design  constraints,  the  construction  of  a  large  office  building  has  the  potential  to 
introduce  visual,  audible,  or  atmospheric  and  other  character  defining  streetscape  elements  (such 
as  height,  scale,  materials,  setbacks,  bulk)  which  could  be  incompatible  with  historic  properties 
within  the  APE,  and  is,  therefore,  capable  of  reducing  the  integrity  of  a  property's  setting  (the 
physical  environment  of  a  historic  property).  However,  it  is  the  intent  of  GSA  to  generally 
conform  the  proposed  building  to  locally  adopted  zoning  and  development  objectives,  policies 
and  regulations,  including  those  related  to  the  integration  of  new  development  into  historic 
contexts,  which  state,  in  part,  that  new  development  should  take  into  account  existing  "scale, 
building  form,  and  proportion.  The  detail,  texture,  color,  and  material  of  the  old  should  be 
repeated  or  complemented  by  the  new."  (Downtown  Plan,  a  part  of  the  San  Francisco  Master 
Plan,  II.  1.23).  Because  the  project  would  conform  with  these  objectives,  policies,  and 
regulations,  any  adverse  effect  on  historic  properties  would  be  less  than  significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

Impact  4.10(A)-2  The  undertaking  may  serve  to  induce  additional  growth  of  a  similar 
character  in  the  South  of  Market  Street  district,  which  could  result  in  a 
further  reduction  in  the  integrity  of  setting  for  existing  historic  proper- 
ties, or  the  loss  of  the  properties  themselves.  Conforming  to  the  goals 
and  policies  of  the  Downtown  Plan  and  Urban  Design  Element  of  the  San 
Francisco  Master  Plan,  and  the  Planning  Code,  would  serve  to  protect 
these  properties.  This  impact  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 
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The  undertaking  represents  a  continuation  of  a  trend  towards  the  construction  of  highrise  office 
buildings  in  Downtown  San  Francisco.  In  the  past,  this  trend  resulted  in  the  loss  of  historic 
buildings  and  contributed  to  the  loss  of  context  for  the  remaining  historic  properties  through  the 
introduction  of  height,  scale,  bulk,  materials,  setbacks  and  other  character  defining  streetscape 
elements  incompatible  with  historic  properties.  The  impacts  of  highrise  construction  on  San 
Francisco's  historic  fabric  and  streetscape  are  well  documented  in  the  architectural  and  historic 
preservation  literature.  The  City's  development  regulations  began  to  reflect  these  concerns  by 
the  early  1970s.  The  City  currently  has  strong  preservationist  policies  contained  in  its  Master 
Plan  and  Planning  Code.  The  current  Downtown  Plan  (and  implementing  ordinances  in  the 
Planning  Code)  has  a  program  for  the  preservation  of  the  integrity  of  historic  and  other 
properties  of  architectural  interest.  These  are  described  in  the  Plan's  subsection  "Urban  Form" 
(II.  1.26)  and  Article  11  of  the  Planning  Code.  Development  of  the  area  according  to  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  Planning  Code  will  aid  in  preserving  the  historic  qualities  of  the  area.  It 
is  the  intent  of  GSA  to  generally  conform  to  local  policies  and  development  standards  which 
take  into  account  the  long-term  impacts  of  increased  development.  Therefore,  any  adverse  effect 
on  historic  properties  would  be  less  than  significant. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

The  project  will  cause  no  short  term  impacts  to  historic  properties. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.10(B)-1  The  undertaking  will  result  in  the  demolition  of  two  properties  (Hotel 
Odeon  at  36-52  Seventh  Street,  and  Hotel  St.  Raphael  at  54-60  Seventh 
Street).  Because  their  integrity  has  been  reduced  and  they  are  not 
designated  as  a  State  or  City  Landmark,  rated  as  a  Category  I  or  H 
building  under  the  Downtown  Plan,  or  listed  on  or  eligible  for  the 
NRHP,  these  buildings  do  not  have  individual  historic  significance.  Nor 
do  they  appear  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  Market  Street  Theatre  and 
Loft  District.  Therefore,  their  demolition  would  be  considered  a  less 
than  significant  impact.  The  SHPO  has  concurred  with  this  finding 
(September  30, 1996,  letter  from  Ms.  Cheryl  Widell,  to  Ms.  Joan  Byrens, 
GSA).  [LS]  The  letter  is  included  in  the  Appendix  to  Section  12.0. 

A  project  results  in  an  adverse  effect  to  a  historic  property  where  it  would  cause  the  "physical 
destruction,  damage,  or  alteration  of  all  or  part  of  the  property."  36  CFR  800.9(b)(1). 
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Construction  of  the  project  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  would  require  demolition  of  two 
buildings  currently  located  on  the  site.  These  buildings  are  the  Hotel  Odeon  at  36-52,  and  Hotel 
St.  Raphael  at  54-60  Seventh  Street.    Both  of  these  buildings  are  C-rated  buildings  by  the 
Heritage.   The  C  rating  means  that  a  building  has  contextual  importance;  they  "provide  the 
setting  for  more  important  buildings  and  they  add  visual  richness  and  character  to  the  downtown 
area.   Many  C-group  buildings  may  be  eligible  for  the  National  Register  as  part  of  historic 
districts."  (Foundation for  San  Francisco's  Heritage  [Corbett,  1979]).  However,  GSA  does  not 
consider  these  particular  buildings  to  be  historic  resources.    They  were  not  rated  in  the 
Downtown  Plan  (Category  V),  which  incorporates  and  supersedes  the  Heritage  ratings. 
Furthermore,  a  field  check  was  conducted  by  GSA  representatives  and  has  confirmed  that  the 
integrity  of  these  buildings  has  been  adversely  affected  by  the  1950's  addition  of  a  glazed  tile 
facade  which  joins  the  structures  at  the  street  level.  In  addition,  the  City  has  already  issued  a 
demolition  permit  to  a  private  party.  Therefore,  these  buildings  appear  to  have  no  importance 
|  as  historic  resources  on  an  individual  basis.  A  letter  received  from  SHPO  on  September  30, 
|  1996,  stated  their  opinion  that  "neither  of  the  structures  has  strong  associations  with  historic 
|  events  or  persons  nor  are  they  architecturally  significant"  (Cherilyn  Widell,  SHPO,  Sept.  1996). 
|  This  letter  is  included  in  the  Appendix  to  Section  12.0. 

SBRA  has  identified  these  buildings  as  potentially  eligible  for  inclusion  in  an  expanded  National 
Register  District,  the  Market  Street  Theatre  and  Loft  District.  In  the  opinion  of  SBRA,  the 
demolition  of  the  two  buildings  could  result  in  a  loss  of  integrity  of  the  potentially  expanded 
Market  Street  Theatre  and  Loft  District.  However,  GSA  disagrees  with  this  opinion.  The 
boundaries  of  the  Market  Street  Theatre  and  Loft  District  are  discussed  in  the  National  Register 
nomination  papers  for  the  district.  Specifically  the  nomination  states: 

"The  proposed  district  consists  only  of  properties  directly  facing  Market 
Street,  on  both  sides.  In  the  easterly  direction  the  boundary  is  a  significant 
change  of  scale  that  endures  for  several  buildings,  accompanied  by  a 
significant  degree  of  remodeling  so  that  too  many  buildings  would  be 
intrusions  in  the  district.  In  the  westerly  direction,  the  boundary  on  the 
north  side  of  Market  Street  is  self-evident:  a  single  stripped  and  sand- 
blasted one-story  brick  building  stands  between  the  Hotel  Shaw  and  a  block 
full  of  new  construction  that  includes  the  new  United  Nations  Plaza.  On 
the  south  side  of  Market  there  are  five  old  buildings  west  of  the  district 
before  the  empty  lot  and  new  construction,  but  they  too  exhibit  a  change  of 
scale,  and  two  of  the  five,  including  the  one  next  to  the  boundary,  would 
be  intrusions  in  the  district. " 

These  boundaries  were  field  checked  by  the  staff  of  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation. 
Boundaries  and  contributing  or  non-contributing  categories  were  verified. 

This  indicates  that  other  buildings  were  considered  for  inclusion  in  the  District  but  rejected. 
Moreover,  the  District's  boundaries  were  intentionally  limited  to  buildings  fronting  on  Market 
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Street.  Both  the  Hotel  Odeon  and  the  Hotel  St.  Raphael  are  located  a  block  away  from  Market 
on  Seventh  Street.  As  noted  above,  the  buildings  were  not  included  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
rating  and  have  had  considerable  modifications,  resulting  in  a  loss  of  integrity.  Therefore,  GSA 
has  determined  that  the  two  buildings  on  Seventh  Street  would  not  be  eligible  for  inclusion  in 
the  Market  Street  Theatre  and  Loft  District  and  that  the  loss  of  these  buildings  would  not  have 
a  significant  adverse  effect  on  historic  resources. 

GSA  has  presented  information  to  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SI IPO)  supporting  its 
determination  as  part  of  the  consultation  process  under  Section  106. — If,  during  Section  106 
consultation,  SHPO  or  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACIIP)  recommends 
further  action,  GSA  would  negotiate  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MO A)  which  would  require 
GSA  to  be  responsible  for  preparation  of  Historic  American  Building  Survey  (HABS) 
Documentation  for  the  buildings  that  would  be  demolished  as  a  result  of  the  undertaking- 
Documentation  of  the  Odeon  Hotel  at  35  52  Seventh  Street  and  the  Hotel  St.  Raphael  at  54  60 
Seventh  Street  would  be  to  the  level  determined  appropriate  by  the  National  Park  Service. 

Inventory  forms  for  these  buildings  and  the  arguments  regarding  their  National  Register 
eligibility  are  included  in  Appendix  E. 

Impact  4.10(B)-2  Because  the  project  will  be  developed  in  accordance  with  San  Francisco 
regulations  and  policies  governing  the  integration  of  new  development 
into  historic  contexts,  the  undertaking  will  not  result  in  an  adverse  effect 
on  historic  properties  in  the  APE.  This  impact  is  considered  less  than 
significant.  [LS] 

SBRA  has  reviewed  all  structures  within  the  APE.  The  APE  includes  two  buildings  that  have 
a  Downtown  Plan  Rating  of  I  and  are  part  of  a  NRHP  district  (the  Market  Street  Theatre  and 
Loft  District)  and  one  NRHP  listed  (U.S.  Court  of  Appeals,  Ninth  Circuit).  See  Figure  4. 10-2. 
These  three  buildings  are  historic  resources. 

SBRA  is  of  the  opinion  that  several  other  buildings  appear  eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  Market 
Street  Theatre  and  Loft  District.  A  discussion  of  these  buildings  and  the  arguments  for  their 
eligibility  is  included  in  Appendix  E,  Historic  Resources  Report.  As  discussed  above,  GSA 
disagrees  with  this  conclusion.  SBRA  is  also  of  the  opinion  that  certain  buildings  located  on  the 
south  side  of  Mission  Street  might  be  eligible  for  National  Register  listing  as  contributing 
buildings  in  a  new  district  proposed  by  SBRA  anchored  by  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals,  Ninth 
Circuit.  The  district  would  cover  an  area  of  over  two  square  miles  and  extend  far  beyond  the 
APE  as  defined  by  SBRA.  GSA  believes  the  theme  suggested  (commerce,  industry,  tourism, 
civil  life)  is  too  broad  to  support  designation  as  a  historic  district  and  has  determined  that 
evaluation  of  such  an  extensive  potential  district  as  described  by  SBRA  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  review. 
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Regardless  of  whether  these  properties  are  NRHP  eligible,  however,  the  project  would  not 
adversely  affect  them  or  the  other  historic  properties  in  the  APE  through  the  "introduction  of 
visual,  audible,  or  atmospheric  elements  that  are  out  of  character  with  the  property  or  alter  its 
setting."  36  CFR  800.9(b)(3).  It  is  the  intent  of  GSA  to  generally  conform  the  proposed 
building  to  locally  adopted  zoning  and  development  objectives,  policies  and  regulations, 
including  those  related  to  the  integration  of  new  development  into  historic  contexts,  which  state, 
in  part,  that  new  development  should  take  into  account  existing  "scale,  building  form,  and 
proportion.  The  detail,  texture,  color,  and  material  of  the  old  should  be  repeated  or 
complemented  by  the  new."  (Downtown  Plan,  a  part  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan,  II.  1.23). 
Therefore,  any  adverse  effect  on  historic  properties  within  the  APE  would  be  less  than 
significant. 

3.      •  Cumulative 

Impact  4.10(B)-3  The  undertaking  may  serve  to  induce  additional  growth  of  a  similar 
character  in  the  South  of  Market  Street  district,  resulting  in  a  further 
reduction  in  the  integrity  of  setting  for  properties  designated  as  a  State 
or  City  Landmark,  rated  as  a  Category  I  or  II  building  under  the 
Downtown  Plan,  or  listed  on  or  eligible  for  the  NRHP.  This  impact  is 
considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  undertaking  represents  a  continuation  of  a  trend  towards  the  construction  of  highrise  office 
buildings  in  Downtown  San  Francisco.  In  the  past,  this  trend  resulted  in  the  loss  of  historic 
buildings  and  contributed  to  the  loss  of  context  for  the  remaining  historic  properties  through  the 
introduction  of  height,  scale,  bulk,  materials,  setbacks  and  other  character  defining  streetscape 
elements  incompatible  with  historic  properties.  The  impacts  of  highrise  construction  on  San 
Francisco's  historic  fabric  and  streetscape  are  well  documented  in  the  architectural  and  historic 
preservation  literature.  The  City's  development  regulations  began  to  reflect  these  concerns  by 
the  early  1970s.  The  City  currently  has  strong  preservationist  policies  contained  in  its  Master 
Plan  and  Planning  Code.  The  current  Downtown  Plan  (and  implementing  ordinances  in  the 
Planning  Code)  has  a  program  for  the  preservation  of  the  integrity  of  historic  and  other 
properties  of  architectural  interest.  These  are  described  in  the  Plan's  subsection  "Urban  Form" 
(II.1.26)  and  Article  11  of  the  Planning  Code.  Development  of  the  area  according  to  the 
Downtown  Plan  and  Planning  Code  will  aid  in  preserving  the  historic  qualities  of  the  area.  It 
is  the  intent  of  GSA  to  conform  to  local  policies  and  development  standards  which  take  into 
account  the  long-term  impacts  of  increased  development.  Therefore,  an  adverse  effect  on  historic 
properties  would  be  less  than  significant. 

C.         Purchase  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

This  alternative  will  cause  no  short-term  impacts  to  historic  properties. 
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2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.10(C)-!  Adaptive  reuse  of  a  purchased  historic  building  would  be  implemented 
in  a  manner  that  would  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  Stan- 
dards for  Rehabilitations  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic 
Buildings.  This  impact  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

If  this  alternative  involves  the  acquisition  of  a  significant  historic  property,  its  adaptive  reuse 
could  result  in  alterations  which  have  an  adverse  effect  on  its  integrity.  However,  GSA  is 
required  by  Section  106  of  the  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  to  determine  if  any  building 
proposed  for  purchase  is  listed  on,  or  is  eligible  for  listing  on,  the  NRHP,  and  is  also  required 
consult  with  the  SHPO  and  ACHP  regarding  any  proposal  for  their  adaptive  reuse.  GSA 
normally  complies  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and 
Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings.  Under  36  CFR  800.9  (c)(2),  implementation 
of  a  project  in  conformance  with  the  Standards  and  Guidelines  is  considered  not  adverse. 

3.  Cumulative 

Implementation  of  this  project  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  cumulative  impacts. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
D.         Lease  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

This  alternative  will  cause  no  short-term  impacts  to  historic  properties. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.10(D)-!  Leasing  space  in  a  historic  building  would  be  implemented  in  a  manner 
that  would  comply  with  the  Secretary  of  Interior's  Standards  for 
Rehabilitations  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings. 
This  impact  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

If  this  alternative  involves  the  lease  of  a  significant  historic  property,  its  adaptive  reuse  could 
result  in  alterations  which  have  an  adverse  effect  on  its  integrity.  However,  GSA  is  required  by 
Section  106  of  the  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966  to  determine  if  any  building  proposed  for 
lease  is  listed  on,  or  is  eligible  for  listing  on,  the  NRHP,  and  is  also  required  consult  with  the 
SHPO  and  the  ACHP  in  order  to  give  the  SHPO  and  ACHP  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
undertaking.    GSA  normally  complies  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for 
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Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings.  Under  36  CFR  800.9  (c)(2), 
implementation  of  a  project  in  conformance  with  the  Standards  and  Guidelines  may  be 
considered  not  adverse. 

3.  Cumulative 

Implementation  of  this  project  alternative  would  not  result  in  any  cumulative  impacts. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
E.  No  Action  Alternative 

No  significant  impacts  are  anticipated  to  occur  as  a  result  of  this  alternative,  which  would 
involve  no  change  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  or  Seventh  and  Mission  sites.  GSA  would  continue 
to  occupy  commercial  leased  space  and  existing  federally  owned  buildings.  GSA  is  required  by 
Section  106  to  determine  if  any  building  for  which  alterations  are  proposed  is  listed  on,  or  is 
eligible  for  listing  on,  the  NRHP,  and  is  required  to  consult  with  the  SHPO  and  ACHP  in  order 
to  give  them  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  undertaking.  GSA  normally  complies 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and  Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating 
Historic  Buildings.  Under  36  CFR  800.9  (c)(2),  implementation  of  a  project  in  conformance 
with  the  Standards  and  Guidelines  may  be  considered  not  adverse. 
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4.11.1  Electricity 

Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

The  impacts  of  the  project  on  electrical  service  and  supply  were  developed  through  cor- 
respondence with  Pacific  Gas  &  Electric  Company  (PG&E),  the  service  provider.  Impacts  to 
electricity  were  considered  significant  if  additional  demands  created  by  the  project  were  beyond 
the  provider's  capabilities,  requiring  new  personnel  or  facilities. 

Impact  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.11(A)-1  Project  implementation  would  require  substructure  work  to  install 
primary  and  secondary  electric  facilities  and  infrastructure.  This 
impact  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Project  implementation  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  would  require  substructure  work 
in  the  franchise  area  as  well  as  the  installation  of  the  necessary  primary  and  secondary  facilities. 
PG&E  normally  provides  electric  service  to  a  preferred  service  point  via  a  transformer  located 
in  a  custom  built  electric  transformer  vault.  The  work  required  to  provide  service  to  the 
proposed  structure  may  result  in  potential  short-term  service  interruptions  within  the  vicinity  of 
the  site.  PG&E  has  standard  notification  procedures  for  these  interruptions.  These  service 
interruptions  are  considered  to  be  less  than  significant. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4. 11  (A) -2  Project  implementation  would  result  in  the  introduction  of  a  675,000 
GSF  federal  building  requiring  approximately  68.4  kilowatt-hours 
(kWh)  of  electricity  annually.  This  impact  is  considered  less  than 
significant.  [LS] 

Project  implementation  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  would  result  in  the  introduction 
of  a  federal  office  building  with  approximately  675,000  GSF,  which  would  consume  annually 
approximately  68.4  million  kWh  (700.3  billion  British  Thermal  Unit  [BTU])  (see  Appendix  J). 
This  demand  level  is  not  expected  to  adversely  affect  electrical  distribution  systems  (Crane, 
written  communication,  March  21,  1994).  Impacts  to  electrical  supply  and  infrastructure  are 
therefore  considered  less  than  significant. 


San  Francisco  Federal  Building 


4.11-1 


Final  ElS/EOt 


4.11  Public  Utilities  and  Public  Services 


3. 


Cumulative 


PG&E  has  indicated  that,  under  ABAG  projections,  the  demand  level  of  the  proposed  project 
would  not  prevent  it  from  serving  future  development  within  its  current  capacities.  Therefore, 
increases  in  electrical  demand  associated  with  cumulative  buildout  are  considered  less  than 
significant. 


PG&E  will  meet  any  electrical  requirements  associated  with  the  proposed  project.  As  a  result, 
both  short-term  and  long-term  impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant  and  no  mitigation 
measures  are  required.  However,  the  following  measures  are  recommended  to  lessen  the 
impacts  associated  with  project  implementation  and  meet  the  requirements  of  Executive  Order 
(EO)  12902. 


a.  Project  design  and  construction  shall  meet  or  exceed  the  energy  performance 
standards  applicable  to  federal  residential  and  commercial  standards  as  set  forth 
in  10  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  435,  local  building  standards,  or  a  BTU  per 
GSF  of  ceiling;  whichever  will  result  in  a  lower  life  cycle  cost  over  the  life  of  the 
project. 

b.  Project  design  should  include  the  utilization  of  active  solar  energy,  and  energy- 
efficient  equipment  (personal  computers,  security  systems,  etc.)  and  lighting 
where  feasible. 

c.  Project  design  should  utilize  passive  solar  technologies  such  as  decreasing  parking 
lot  area  on  building  exteriors  to  decrease  "heat  sinks"  and  increasing  the  use  of 
landscaping  for  shading  to  keep  surrounding  buildings  cooler. 

d.  GSA  shall  ensure  that  the  proposed  project  meets  the  requirements  of  Executive 
Order  (EO)  12902  before  the  structure  is  accepted  into  the  federal  facility 
inventory. 


The  information  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  also  applies  to  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site. 


4. 


Mitigation  Measures 


B. 


Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 
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C. 


Purchase  Alternative 


Under  the  Purchase  Alternative,  electrical  service  would  already  be  in  place.  Therefore,  no 
short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are  expected  in  association  with  this  alternative. 
No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 


Similar  to  the  Purchase  Alternative,  the  Lease  Alternative  would  already  be  serviced  with 
electricity.  Therefore,  no  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are  associated  with  the 
implementation  of  the  Lease  Alternative.  No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 


Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  affect  electrical  supply  or  infrastructure. 
As  the  electrical  demand  at  the  existing  federally  owned  and  leased  facilities  is  adequately  served 
by  existing  electrical  supplies  and  infrastructure,  no  impacts  would  be  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

4.11.2     Natural  Gas 

Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

The  Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company  (PG&E)  furnishes  natural  gas  to  the  City  of  San 
Francisco  and  would  provide  service  to  all  of  the  alternative  sites.  PG&E  maintains  an  extensive 
gas  network  which  can  be  tapped  into  and  extended  as  needed  for  each  alternative. 

The  project  was  considered  to  have  an  impact  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  service  provider,  the 
additional  demand  created  by  the  project  is  beyond  the  provider's  capabilities,  requiring 
additional  personnel  or  facilities  (e.g.  substations,  etc.).  The  following  analysis  was  based  on 
correspondence  with  the  service  provider,  PG&E. 

Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4. 11  (A) -3  No  short-term  impacts  to  natural  gas  are  anticipated  in  association  with 
implementation  of  the  project.  Therefore,  impacts  are  considered  less 
than  significant.  [LS] 


D. 


Lease  Alternative 


E. 


No  Action  Alternative 
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Standard  facilities  are  supplied  at  PG&E's  expense.  No  short-term  impacts  to  natural  gas  are 
anticipated  in  association  with  implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.11(A)-4  Gas  distribution  systems  are  anticipated  to  be  adequate  to  accom- 
modate the  proposed  project.  Long-term  natural  gas  impacts  are 
therefore,  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

While  the  specific  gas  load  requirements  have  not  yet  been  determined,  past  experience  has 
shown  that  the  gas  distribution  systems  should  be  adequate  to  handle  the  proposed  project's 
needs  (Crane,  written  communication,  March  21,  1994).  Moreover,  PG&E  is  obligated  to 
extend  new  facilities  or  reinforce  existing  facilities  to  provide  gas  service.  Natural  gas 
consumption  for  the  building  would  be  7,425,000  BTU  (74.3  Therms). 

3.  Cumulative 

No  cumulative  impacts  to  gas  service  are  anticipated  in  association  with  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  site,  because  it  would  not  affect  PG&E's  ability  to  serve  development  within  ABAG 
projections. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  there  are  no  impacts  to  natural  gas  associated  with  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative, 
no  mitigation  measures  are  required.  However,  the  project  should  be  designed  to  comply  with 
or  exceed  the  performance  standards  of  EO  12902. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

No  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated  to  natural  gas  as  a  result  of 
project  implementation  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site.  The  same  conditions  discussed  under 
the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  regarding  natural  gas  also  apply  to  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
site.  Because  there  are  no  impacts  to  natural  gas  associated  with  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site, 
no  mitigation  measures  are  required.  However,  the  project  should  be  designed  to  comply  with 
or  exceed  the  performance  standards  of  EO  12902. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

Under  the  Purchase  Alternative,  natural  gas  service  would  already  be  in  place.  Therefore,  no 
short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are  expected  in  association  with  this  alternative. 
No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
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D.  Lease  Alternative 

Similar  to  the  Purchase  Alternative,  the  Lease  Alternative  would  already  be  serviced  with  natural 
gas.  No  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are  expected  and  no  mitigation  measures 
are  required. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  require  extension  or  expansion  of  gas 
distribution  facilities.  Since  existing  federally  owned  and  leased  facilities  are  adequately  served 
by  natural  gas  supplies  and  infrastructure,  no  long-term  impacts  would  be  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative.  Furthermore,  implementation  of  the  No  Action 
Alternative  would  not  increase  natural  gas  demand  at  existing  facilities.  Therefore,  no  short- 
term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  to  natural  gas  service  or  supply  would  be  associated  with 
implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative.  No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

4.11.3     Solid  Waste 

Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

Determination  of  the  level  of  impact  to  solid  waste  service  and  disposal  was  based  on 
correspondence  with  sources  at  the  San  Francisco  Solid  Waste  Management  Agency,  Solid  Waste 
Management  Program.  The  project  is  considered  to  have  an  impact  on  solid  waste  if  it  would 
substantially  reduce  the  useful  life  of  a  landfill  or  substantially  hinder  disposal  services'  ability 
to  collect  refuse  or  require  new  facilities  or  personnel  to  serve  the  project. 

Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

L.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.11(A)-5  Demolition  and  removal  of  all  structures  would  generate  rubbish  that 
would  be  landfilled.  This  impact  is  considered  less  than  significant. 
[LS] 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  is  currently  covered  with  structures  as  well  as  a  former 
car  wash  and  gas  pump  canopy.  Project  implementation  at  the  site  would  require  demolition  and 
clearing  of  all  structures.  This  would  not  significantly  impact  short-term  solid  waste  disposal 
capacities  (Keller,  written  communication,  March  17,  1994). 
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2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.11(A)-6  Implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  generate 
a  maximum  of  448  tons  of  garbage  per  year.  This  impact  is  considered 
less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Project  implementation  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  would  introduce  a  Federal 
Office  Building  land  use  with  approximately  675,000  GSF.  Sources  at  the  Solid  Waste 
Management  Program  assume  a  waste  generation  rate  of  2.3  lbs/day  per  employee  with  half  in 
recyclables  and  half  in  garbage.  This  would  generate  a  maximum  of  448  tons  per  year  of 
recyclables  and  448  tons  per  year  of  garbage.  The  impact  of  this  project  would  not  be  of  major 
significance  in  the  total  commercial  waste  stream  in  San  Francisco  (Keller,  written  communica- 
tion, March  17,  1994). 

3.  Cumulative 

Implementation  of  the  project  is  not  considered  to  be  of  major  significance  in  the  entire  waste 
stream  (Keller,  written  communication,  March  17,  1994).  Therefore,  there  are  no  cumulative 
impacts  to  solid  waste  collection  or  disposal  associated  with  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

As  project  impacts  would  not  be  significant,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required.  However,  the 
following  measures  are  recommended  in  order  to  achieve  the  reduction  goals  specified  in  the 
California  Integrated  Solid  Waste  Management  Act  of  1989  (AB  939)  and  Council  of 
Environmental  Quality  pollution  prevention  guidance  {Federal  Register,  January  29,  1993).  In 
addition,  the  project  should  comply  with  all  City  and  County  Ordinances  pertaining  to 
minimizing  waste  through  recycling. 

4.11  (A)-5      Short-term  measures  include: 

•  Recycled  construction  materials  should  be  utilized  where  feasible. 

•  Encourage  recycling  of  construction  and  demolition  materials. 

•  Include  built-in  compartmentalized  recyclable  material  collection  bins  in  project 
design. 

4.11(A)-6      Long-term  measures  include: 

•  A  long-term  waste  management  plan  for  comprehensive  recycling  of  materials 
should  be  developed  for  the  proposed  project.  Such  a  plan  should  be  developed 
in  coordination  with  existing  recycling  programs  in  the  project  area,  and  should 
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target  materials  generated  by  office  building  land  uses.  These  materials  include 
corrugated  cardboard,  paper,  newsprint,  glass,  steel/tin  cans,  aluminum  beverage 
containers,  plastic,  and  any  additional  materials  as  the  market  warrants. 

b.  Designate  space  for  collection  and  storage.  Sources  at  the  Solid  Waste 
Management  Program  recommend  approximately  900  square  feet  for  recycling 
storage  and  900  square  feet  for  refuse  storage.  This  assumes  one  time  per  week 
collection  and  could  be  reduced  with  more  frequent  pick-ups  (Keller,  written 
communication,  March  17,  1994) 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Short-term  impacts  would  be  similar  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  Please  refer  to 
Impact  4.11(A)-5. 

Project  implementation  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  involve  demolition  and 
clearing  of  existing  onsite  structures.  It  may  also  involve  the  removal  of  underground  storage 
tanks.  However,  since  most  of  the  site  is  used  for  surface  parking,  the  amount  of  rubble 
generated  would  not  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  solid  waste. 

2.  Long-Term 

Long-term  impacts  would  be  similar  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  Please  refer  to  Impact 
4.11(A)-6. 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  federal  office  building  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 
would  result  in  the  same  long-term  impacts  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

3.  Cumulative 

The  proposed  project  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  location  is  not  anticipated  to  contribute 
significantly  to  cumulative  development  impacts  on  solid  waste  service  or  disposal  capacity. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

The  same  short-term  and  long-term  waste  reduction  measures  recommended  for  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative  also  apply  to  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 
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C.  Purchase  Alternative 

1 .  Short-Term 

No  short-term  impacts  to  solid  waste  are  anticipated  in  association  with  the  Purchase  Alternative 
as  no  site  clearance  would  be  involved. 

2.  Long-Term 

The  same  generation  factors  and  impacts  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  also 
apply  to  the  Purchase  Alternative.  A  purchase  would  not,  however,  increase  the  City's  current 
office  space.  There  would  not  be  a  significant  net  increase  in  solid  waste  generation. 

3.  Cumulative 

No  significant  cumulative  impacts  to  solid  waste  collection  or  disposal  are  anticipated  to  result 
from  the  Purchase  Alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

The  measures  recommended  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  regarding  recycling  also 
apply  to  the  Purchase  Alternative. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  discussion  of  solid  waste  impacts  under  the  Purchase  Alternative  also  applies  to  the  Lease 
Alternative. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  the  short-term  generation  of 
solid  waste  associated  with  demolition  or  construction  activities. 

2.  Long-Term 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  have  no  long-term  impacts  on  solid  waste 
because  the  amount  of  solid  waste  generated  would  not  change.  The  solid  waste  currently 
generated  by  the  existing  facilities  is  accommodated  by  landfills  in  the  area;  therefore,  no  long- 
term  solid  waste  impacts  would  be  associated  with  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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3.  Cumulative 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  increase  solid  waste  generation. 
Therefore,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  adversely  impact  landfill  capacity. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  would  be  associated  with  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

4.11.4     Water  Supply 

Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

Impacts  to  water  supply  were  assessed  based  on  communication  with  the  San  Francisco  Water 
Department  City  Distribution  Division.  The  project  is  considered  to  have  an  impact  if  it  would 
substantially  reduce  the  supply  and  distribution  of  water  within  the  project  area  or  significantly 
degrade  water  quality  or  require  new  facilities  or  personnel  to  serve  the  project. 

Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

4.11(A)-7  The  connection  and/or  replacement  of  any  water  distribution  pipelines  during 
construction  has  the  potential  to  result  in  short-term  service  interruptions  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  project  site.  [LS] 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  project  may  require  the  improvement  of  onsite  water  distribution 
systems  to  accommodate  proposed  structures.  Installation  of  these  systems  may  result  in 
potential  short-term  service  interruptions  within  the  site  vicinity  due  to  construction  related 
activities.  These  service  interruptions  are  considered  to  be  adverse,  but  less  than  significant,  due 
to  their  short-term  nature.  Standard  service  repair  procedures  would  be  implemented  to  limit 
any  service  interruptions. 

2.  Long-Term 

4.11(A)-8  Project  implementation  would  not  result  in  any  impacts  to  either  water 
infrastructure  or  supplies  within  the  San  Francisco  area.  [LS] 

There  is  adequate  infrastructure  and  water  to  supply  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site.  The 
San  Francisco  Water  Department  has  expressed  no  concerns  specific  to  the  federal  office 
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building  (Pelayo,  written  communication,  March  29,  1994).  GSA  would,  however,  implement 
water  conserving  measures  to  reduce  water  demand  to  the  extent  that  is  feasible  and  per  direction 
given  in  EO  12902.  Therefore,  no  long-term  impacts  are  expected  to  result  from  implementation 
of  the  project. 

3.  Cumulative 

Under  ABAG  projections  for  future  development,  the  project  would  not  significantly  impact 
water  supply  or  service.  Exceeding  ABAG  projections  could  result  in  additional  development 
in  areas  served  by  the  particular  water  system  in  San  Francisco.  (Pelayo,  written  communica- 
tion, March  29,  1994).  However,  there  is  no  basis  for  assuming  such  development  will  occur. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Project  implementation  at  the  Market  and  Tenth  Street  Alternative  would  not  result  in  any  short- 
or  long-term  impacts  to  water  services.  However,  the  following  mitigation  measures  are 
recommended  to  further  reduce  water  demand: 

4.11(A)-8      The  building  design,  to  the  extent  that  is  feasible,  shall  incorporate  the  following 
water  conservation  measures,  which  include: 

•  Installing  low  flow  toilets  (1.6-gallon),  shower  heads  and  sink  faucets. 

•  Installing  recirculating  hot  water  systems  to  minimize  water  consumption. 

•  Equipping  public  lavatories  with  self-closing  faucets. 

•  Incorporating  plumbing  fixtures  that  reduce  potential  water  leakage  due  to 
excessive  wear  of  washers. 

•  Maintaining  water  pressure  of  50  psi  or  less  within  the  proposed  structure. 

•  Planting  of  drought- tolerant  species  for  exterior  and  interior  landscaping. 

•  Irrigating  landscaping  via  efficient  watering  methods,  such  as  drip  and  low  output 
sprinkler  systems. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

The  discussion  of  water  supply  impacts  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  also  applies  to 
the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 
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C.  Purchase  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Although  no  specific  building  has  been  identified  to  acquire,  no  short-term  impacts  to  water 
supply  are  anticipated  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative. 

2.  Long-Term 

It  is  assumed  that  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  be  adequately  serviced  with  water  supply 
infrastructure  as  it  would  be  an  existing  structure.  As  long  as  water  supplies  remain  adequate, 
no  long-term  impacts  are  expected  to  result  from  implementation  of  the  Purchase  Alternative. 

3.  Cumulative 

Refer  to  the  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated,  therefore  no  mitigation  measures 
are  required. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  discussion  of  water  supply  impacts  under  the  Purchase  Alternative  also  applies  to  the  Lease 
Alternative. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  require  extension  or  expansion  of  water 
distribution  facilities  at  existing  federally  owned  and  leased  space.  Therefore,  no  short-term 
impacts  would  be  associated  with  implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 

2.  Long-Term 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  increase  the  rate  of  water  use  at  existing 
federally  owned  and  leased  facilities.  As  the  water  demand  at  the  existing  facilities  is  adequately 
served  by  existing  water  infrastructure  and  supplies,  no  long-term  impacts  would  be  associated 
with  implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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3.  Cumulative 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  increase  water  demand  at  the  existing 
facilities.  Therefore,  implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  contribute  to  any 
potential  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  buildout  of  projects  within  the  City. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  impacts  to  water  services  would  be  associated  with  implementation  of  the  No  Action 
Alternative.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

4.11.5  Wastewater 

Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

Impacts  to  the  wastewater  system  resulting  from  the  proposed  project  were  based  on 
correspondence  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Works  Department,  Bureau  of  Engineering, 
Hydrology  Section.  As  the  service  provider,  the  Public  Works  Department  determines  how 
additional  development  will  impact  existing  infrastructure.  If,  in  the  opinion  of  the  service 
provider,  the  project  would  substantially  adversely  affect  the  sewer  system  or  infringe  on  its 
capacity,  significant  impacts  are  identified. 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.11(A)-9  Because  no  wastewater  service  extensions  are  required  (Anderson, 
written  communication,  March  15,  1994),  no  short-term  impacts  are 
anticipated  in  association  with  implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  [LS] 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.11(A)-10  Portions  of  the  sewer  collection  system  are  undersized,  but  are  being 
upgraded  through  expansion  projects.  This  impact  is  considered  less 
than  significant.  [LS] 

The  Combined  Sewer  Overflow  Master  Plan  is  currently  under  design  and  construction 
throughout  the  City.  Existing  limitations  in  the  system  are  being  overcome  through  expansion 
projects.  Upgrades  to  the  sewer  collection  infrastructure  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Tenth  and  Market 
alternative  are  in  place  and  are  adequate  to  accommodate  the  proposed  project  (Anderson, 
personal  communication,  October  5,  1995).  Therefore,  no  impacts  on  sewage  service  are 
expected  to  result  from  the  proposed  project. 
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3.  Cumulative 

No  cumulative  impacts  to  the  wastewater  system  are  anticipated  in  association  with  the  proposed 
federal  office  building  under  ABAG  projections.  (Anderson,  personal  communication,  March 
15,  1994). 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  there  are  no  impacts  to  the  wastewater  system  resulting  from  implementation  of  the 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

No  short-term  impacts  to  wastewater  are  anticipated  to  result  from  project  implementation  at  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 

2.  Long-Term 

The  same  long-term  impact  considerations  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  also 
apply  to  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 

3.  Cumulative 

The  same  cumulative  considerations  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  also  apply 
to  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  there  are  no  impacts  to  the  wastewater  system  resulting  from  implementation  of  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 
1.  Short-Term 

Since  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  be  an  existing  building  served  by  the  wastewater  system, 
no  short-term  impacts  are  anticipated. 
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2.  Long-Term 

Existing  wastewater  infrastructure  is  adequate  to  handle  current  building  inventory.  Therefore, 
there  are  no  long-term  impacts  to  the  wastewater  system  associated  with  the  Purchase 
Alternative. 

3.  Cumulative 

As  an  existing  structure  currently  receiving  service,  the  Purchase  Alternative  would  have  no 
cumulative  impacts  on  the  wastewater  system. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required  for  the  Purchase  Alternative. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

1 .  Short-Term 

Similar  to  the  Purchase  Alternative,  the  Lease  Alternative  would  be  served  by  the  wastewater 
system.  No  short-term  impacts  are  anticipated. 

2.  Long-Term 

Existing  wastewater  infrastructure  is  adequate  to  handle  current  building  inventory.  Therefore, 
there  are  no  long-term  impacts  to  the  wastewater  system  associated  with  the  Lease  Alternative. 

3.  Cumulative 

As  an  existing  structure  currently  receiving  service,  the  Lease  Alternative  would  have  no 
cumulative  impacts  on  the  wastewater  system. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required  for  the  Lease  Alternative. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

1 .  Short-Term 

Because  no  construction  would  occur  under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  no  short-term  impacts 
to  the  wastewater  system  would  occur. 
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2. 


Long-Term 


Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  Federal  Government  would  continue  operations  in  existing 
federally  owned  and  commercially  leased  space.  Therefore,  no  additional  long-term  wastewater 
impacts  would  occur  under  this  alternative. 


Because  there  would  be  no  additional  wastewater  impacts  under  this  alternative,  no  cumulative 
impacts  would  occur. 


Because  there  would  be  no  long-term,  short-term,  or  cumulative  impacts  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

4.11.6     Police  Protection 

Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

The  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on  police  services  was  assessed  based  on  consultation  with 
the  San  Francisco  Police  Department.  According  to  sources  at  the  Department,  there  is  no 
established  ratio  of  police  officers  per  1,000  population.  Most  urban  areas  staff  around  one 
officer  per  500  residents  (Lang,  written  communication,  March  21,  1994).  This  is  generally  the 
level  of  service  to  which  the  Department  adheres.  Due  to  the  nature  and  use  of  the  proposed 
federal  office  building,  the  likelihood  of  crimes  occurring  is  considered  low.  However,  sources 
at  the  Department  have  indicated  that  an  optimal  level  of  service  would  be  1  officer  per  380 
population,  or  2.6  officers  for  every  1,000  population.  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  Department 
is  currendy  operating  below  this  level  with  1  officer  per  every  430  population,  or  2.3  officers 
for  every  1,000  residents,  no  significant  impacts  to  police  protection  are  anticipated  as  a  result 
of  the  proposed  project.  The  Police  Department  and  Board  of  Supervisors  will  propose  full 
staffing  of  1,971  officers.  The  Department  assesses  its  needs  through  the  budget  process  every 
fiscal  year. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  number  of  police  officers  per  1,000  population  does  not  necessarily 
correlate  directly  with  a  high  or  low  incidence  of  crime  (Jones  and  Jones,  October  1993a).  It 
is  more  or  less  a  generally  accepted  measure  of  police  protection. 

For  purposes  of  this  EIS/EIR,  an  impact  is  considered  significant  if  it  would  place  a  substantial 
burden  on  the  Police  Department's  ability  to  provide  adequate  police  protection. 
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Cumulative 
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Impact  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.11(A)-11  During  construction,  there  is  a  potential  for  theft  and  vandalism  of 
construction  materials  and  equipment.  This  impact  is  considered  less 
than  significant.  [LS] 

Construction  activities  may  result  in  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  being  subject  to  an 
increase  in  crimes  associated  with  theft  and  vandalism.  However,  GSA  would  implement 
measures  such  as  fencing  and  other  security  precautions,  which  would  minimize  these  impacts 
to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.11  (A)- 12  The  proposed  federal  office  building  is  not  expected  to  affect  the  type 
and  frequency  of  crimes  reported  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative  site.  Therefore,  no  long-term  impacts  to  police 
protection  are  expected.  [LS] 

With  the  proposed  project,  there  could  be  an  increase  in  crimes  associated  with  a  greater 
population  of  office  workers  on  site  than  currently  exists.  However,  the  increased  activity  and 
population  at  the  site  could  also  act  as  a  deterrent  for  some  crimes. 

Impact  4.11  (A)- 13  Sources  at  the  Department  have  indicated  that  staffing  levels  are 
adequate  (Lang,  written  communication,  March  21,  1994).  The 
project's  impact  on  staffing  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Implementation  of  the  federal  office  building  would  not  impact  the  Department's  funding. 
Current  staffing  levels  of  one  officer  per  every  430  population  (or  2.3  officers  for  every  1,000 
residents)  will  provide  adequate  police  protection  according  to  sources  at  the  San  Francisco 
Police  Department.  No  long-term  impacts  to  police  protection  are  anticipated. 

3.  Cumulative 

No  additional  staff  will  be  required  to  accommodate  cumulative  development.  Therefore,  no 
cumulative  impacts  to  police  protection  are  expected  in  association  with  implementation  of  the 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 
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4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  there  are  no  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  resulting  from  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Similar  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  no  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are 
associated  with  implementation  of  the  proposed  federal  office  building  at  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  Alternative  site.  No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

A  building  for  purchase  has  not  been  determined.  Therefore,  no  specific  impacts  to  police 
protection  can  be  identified.  However,  given  current  staffing  levels  and  the  likelihood  that  the 
building  will  be  located  in  the  CBD  or  the  Civic  Center  near  a  police  station,  no  short-term, 
long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are  expected. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

Leasable  office  space  has  not  been  identified  to  house  federal  agencies.  As  a  result,  it  is  not 
possible  to  identify  specific  impacts  to  police  protection  associated  with  the  Lease  Alternative. 
However,  because  space  would  most  likely  be  leased  in  the  CBD  or  near  the  Civic  Center  where 
police  stations  are  nearby,  no  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  to  police  protection 
are  expected. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  the  federal  government  would  continue  operations  in 
commercially  leased  and  federally  owned  space.  The  continued  use  of  existing  facilities  would 
not  involve  any  additional  construction.  Therefore,  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result 
in  any  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  to  police  services. 

4.11.7     Fire  Protection 

Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

The  assessment  of  the  federal  building  project  and  its  impacts  on  fire  protection  has  been  based 
on  communication  with  staff  from  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Fire  Department  (SFFD)  and 
information  found  in  the  San  Francisco  Mission  Bay  Environmental  Impact  Report,  (1990). 

The  Fire  Department  uses  several  standards  to  assess  its  service  levels.  These  include  a  target 
staff  ratio  of  4.7  fire  fighters  per  1,000  residents  and  an  average  response  time  of  3  to  4  minutes 
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or  better  (Slater,  written  communication,  March  1,  1994).  These  standards  were  used  to 
determine  the  significance  of  impacts  resulting  from  the  proposed  building  on  fire  protection 
services. 

Threshold  levels  are  defined  as  the  point  at  which  an  increase  in  the  number  of  incidents  to  a 
given  station  lengthens  response  time  to  an  unacceptable  level.  In  order  to  maintain  an 
acceptable  level  of  first-response  availability,  a  fire  company  should  be  added  when  an  increase 
in  the  service  time  demand  equals  the  threshold  level  (San  Francisco,  City  and  County  of, 
August  23,  1990,  p.  XIV. D. 8).  Fire  flow  requirements  are  1,500  gallons  per  minute,  based  on 
consultation  with  the  SFFD.  Flows  below  this  level  would  not  be  adequate. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Fire  Department  does  not  have  an  established  formula  for  threshold 
levels  which  would  vary  substantially  contingent  upon  time  frame,  location,  equipment, 
availability  and  various  other  service  demands  of  a  particular  area  in  San  Francisco  (San 
Francisco,  City  and  County  of,  August  23,  1990,  p.  XIV. D.  14) 

Impact  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.1 1(A)-14  During  construction,  there  is  the  potential  for  an  increase  in  the 
number  of  calls  for  service  due  to  construction-related  accidents.  This 
impact  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Construction  activities  onsite  would  increase  the  potential  for  accident  related  service  calls. 
However,  fire  protection  staffing  and  equipment  levels  within  the  City  are  adequate  and  Station 
#36,  which  has  first  response  time,  is  equipped  with  Emergency  Medical  Services  (EMS).  In 
addition,  construction  safety  practices  would  be  observed  to  reduce  the  likelihood  of  injury. 
Therefore,  short-term  demand  increases  on  fire  protection  are  considered  to  be  less  than 
significant. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.11(A)-15  Construction  of  a  high  rise  building  on  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  site  would  place  additional  demand  on  fire  protection 
services.  This  is  considered  to  be  a  less  than  significant  impact.  [LS] 

A  federal  building  on  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  would  introduce  a  new  structure  to 
the  City  and  would  result  in  intensified  activities.  A  maximum  of  2,748  persons  would  occupy 
this  building  during  normal  business  hours.  However,  no  additional  fire  protection  personnel 
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will  be  required  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project  (Slater,  written  communication,  March  1, 
1994).  Therefore,  this  impact  is  less  than  significant. 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site,  and  office  uses  in  general,  have  a  low  incidence  of  fires 
(Slater,  written  communication,  March  1,  1994).  Because  the  building  would  be  a  high-rise 
structure,  fire  protection  would  be  complicated  by  potential  constraints  to  locating,  accessing, 
and  predicting  the  movement  of  onsite  fires.  However,  GSA  will  build  in  accordance  with 
federal  safety  codes  and  where  feasible  would  comply  with  local  fire  and  safety  codes. 

Impact  4.11(A)-16  Existing  fire  flow  to  the  proposed  site  is  600  GPM  (Slater,  written 
communication,  March  1,  1994).  The  required  flow  is  1,500  GPM. 
Because  GSA,  in  conjunction  with  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco,  would  assure  that  a  1,500  GPM  flow  is  made  available  to 
the  project,  this  impact  is  not  significant.  [LS] 

The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  is  serviced  by  an  8-inch  domestic  main  in  Tenth  Street. 
Water  supply  infrastructure  will  be  upgraded  to  assure  that  fireflows  meet  San  Francisco 
Building  and  Fire  Code  requirements.  Because  provisions  would  be  made  to  assure  adequate 
flows  are  available  at  the  project  site  in  keeping  with  federal  safety  codes,  and  GSA  would 
comply  with  local  fire  and  safety  codes  where  feasible,  this  impact  is  less  than  significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

Impact  4.11(A)-17  Cumulative  development,  including  the  proposed  project,  would  not 
require  additional  fire  protection  personnel  and  equipment.  This 
impact  is  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Cumulative  development  within  the  City  would  introduce  additional  residential,  office, 
commercial  and  retail  land  uses.  These  proposed  land  uses  and  associated  growth  would  be 
expected  to  result  in  additional  calls  for  service  thereby  increasing  the  demands  on  the  Fire 
Department.  The  SFFD  uses  population  factors  as  well  as  the  type  of  occupancy  to  determine 
need  for  additional  staff  and  personnel.  Normally,  personnel  and  equipment  are  replaced  on  a 
regular  basis.  The  proposed  federal  office  building  would  have  no  direct  impact  on  the  Fire 
Department's  funding  for  acquisition  of  equipment  or  increased  manpower  through  impact  fees 
or  benefit  assessments.  Sources  at  the  Department  have  indicated  that  no  additional  personnel, 
equipment  or  fire  stations  would  be  required  to  accommodate  cumulative  development  (Slater, 
written  communication,  March  1,  1994). 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  there  are  no  short-term,  long-term,  or  cumulative  impacts  to  fire  protection  resulting 
from  implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative,  no  other  mitigation  measures  are 
required. 

San  Francisco  Federal  Building  4.11-19  Final  EIS  'EIR 


I  \WPIW7\95-«3I2\— o4.ll 


4.11   Public  Utilities  and  Public  Services 


B. 


Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 


I. 


Short-Term 


Short-term  fire  protection  and  emergency  medical  services  impacts  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  site  would  be  similar  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 


The  long-term  impacts  to  fire  protection  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  Existing  fire  flow  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  is  6,000  gallons  per 
minute  at  225  pounds  per  square  inch.  The  required  flow  is  1,500  gallons  per  minute  at  60 
pounds  per  square  inch.  Therefore,  flows  are  more  than  adequate  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  site.  A  16-inch  domestic  main  located  in  Seventh  Street,  an  8-inch  Domestic  Main 
at  Stevenson  Street  and  a  12-inch  domestic  main  in  Mission  Street  provide  water  to  the  site 
(Slater,  written  communication,  March  1,  1994). 

As  with  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site,  the  frequency  of  fires  associated  with  the  site  is 
considered  low  (Slater,  written  communication,  March  1,  1994). 

3.  Cumulative 

Cumulative  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  discussed  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

All  impacts  associated  with  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  are  less  than  significant. 
Therefore,  no  specific  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

A  building  for  purchase  has  not  been  determined.  Therefore,  no  specific  impacts  to  fire 
protection  can  be  identified.  However,  given  current  staffing  levels  and  the  likelihood  that  the 
building  will  be  located  in  the  CBD  or  Civic  Center  Area  near  a  fire  station,  no  short-term, 
long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  are  expected. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

Leasable  office  space  has  not  been  selected  to  house  federal  agencies.  As  a  result,  it  is  not 
possible  to  identify  specific  impacts  to  fire  protection  associated  with  the  Lease  Alternative. 
However,  because  the  space  would  most  likely  be  leased  in  the  CBD  or  near  the  Civic  Center 
where  fire  stations  are  nearby,  no  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  to  fire  protection 
are  expected. 
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E.  No  Action  Alternative 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  require  the  continued  use  of  federally  owned  and  commercially 
leased  space,  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  General  Services  Administration.  Continued  use  of 
existing  facilities  would  not  impact  fire  protection  services.  Therefore,  no  short-term,  long- 
term,  or  cumulative  impacts  or  mitigation  measures  would  be  associated  with  implementation 
of  the  No  Action  Alternative. 
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4.12.1      Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 
Trip  Generation,  Distribution  and  Assignment 

The  proposed  use  of  the  new  Federal  Building  would  be  for  regional  offices  and  law 
enforcement  agencies.  None  of  the  agencies  are  expected  to  have  high  public  contact  as  would, 
for  example,  a  courthouse.  Therefore,  the  C-3  District  trip  rates  listed  in  the  City's  Guidelines 
for  Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts,  July,  1991  (hereafter  referred  to  as 
Guidelines)  are  expected  to  be  applicable  to  the  proposed  Federal  Building.  To  verify  this 
assumption,  a  detailed  person-trip  generation  study  was  conducted  at  two  existing  Federal 
Buildings  with  a  similar  mix  of  tenants.  The  Oakland  Federal  Building  was  observed  on 
February  17,  1994,  from  6  a.m.  to  7  p.m.  The  Federal  Building  at  50  United  Nations  plaza  was 
observed  during  the  PM  peak  period,  from  4  p.m.  to  6  p.m.  on  February  23,  1994. 

The  Oakland  Federal  Building  was  61.7  percent  occupied  at  the  time  of  the  survey  as  the  court 
uses  had  not  yet  been  moved  there.  Although  this  building  will  have  some  court  uses,  they  were 
still  under  construction  at  the  time  of  the  survey.  Thus,  the  agencies  occupying  the  building  at 
the  time  of  the  survey  were  similar  to  the  type  of  federal  agencies  that  are  expected  to  occupy 
the  SF  Federal  Building. 

Person-trips  at  the  Oakland  Federal  Building  were  counted  or  obtained  at  three  stations:  the 
main  doors  into  the  lobby  at  both  the  east  and  west  entrances,  the  side  doors  which  are 
controlled  by  a  security  card  access,  and  the  garage,  also  controlled  by  a  security  card.  The 
main  entrances  were  counted  during  the  hours  of  6  a.m.  to  7  p.m.  The  doors  are  locked  after 
7  p.m.  and  all  ingress  and  egress  takes  place  through  one  of  the  controlled  entrances.  Person- 
trip  counts  at  the  controlled  entrances  (side  doors  and  the  garage  entrance)  were  obtained  from 
the  field  office  manager.  Therefore,  a  24-hour  record  of  access  to  the  building  was  available. 
A  summary  of  the  observed  person-trip  data  at  the  Oakland  Federal  Building  is  presented  in 
Appendix  F.  Upon  analysis  of  the  field  counts  and  entry  records,  the  AM,  PM  and  noon  peak 
hours  were  determined. 

The  Oakland  Federal  Building  generates  9,928  person-trips  per  day.  The  AM  peak  hour  was 
7:15  to  8:15  a.m.  and  the  PM  peak  hour  was  4:15  to  5:15  p.m.  The  person-trip  rate  per 
thousand  gross  square  feet  (GSF)  and  per  employee  were  determined  for  both  daily  and  the  PM 
peak  hour.  The  Oakland  Federal  Building  generates  15.2  person-trips  per  1,000  GSF  per  day. 
The  PM  peak  percentage  is  9.7  percent,  which  is  equivalent  to  a  PM  peak  hour  person-trip  rate 
of  1 .48  per  1 ,000  GSF.  This  compares  to  the  daily  person-trip  rate  for  C-3  office  space  of  1 1 . 1 
per  1,000  GSF  and  a  PM  peak  percentage  of  11.3  percent  (which  is  equivalent  to  a  PM  peak 
hour  rate  of  1.25  person-trips  per  1,000  GSF).  The  observed  daily  rates  per  1,000  GSF  are  37 
percent  higher  than  the  C-3  rates  (15.2  vs.  11.1)  and  the  observed  p.m.  peak  hour  rates  are  18 
percent  higher  than  the  C-3  rates  per  1,000  GSF  (1.48  vs  1.25).  Per  employee,  the  Oakland 
Federal  Building  has  a  trip  rate  similar  to  the  trip  rates  specified  in  the  Guidelines.  On  a  daily 
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basis,  the  Oakland  Federal  Building  generates  3.51  trips  per  employee,  15  percent  higher  than 
the  C-3  rate  of  3.06  per  employee.  During  the  PM  peak  hour,  the  Oakland  Federal  Building 
generates  0.34  trips  per  employee,  which  is  slightly  less  than  the  C-3  rate  of  0.35  per  employee. 

A  trip  generation  study  was  also  performed  at  50  United  Nations  Plaza,  a  federal  building  in  San 
Francisco,  during  the  PM  peak  period  of  4  to  6  p.m.  This  study  observed  219  person  trips 
entering  or  exiting  the  building  during  the  peak  hour  of  4  to  5  p.m.  This  translates  to  a  PM 
peak  hour  person-trip  rate  of  0.61  per  1,000  GSF  and  0.23  per  employee,  compared  to  the  C-3 
PM  peak  hour  person-trip  rate  of  1.25  per  1,000  GSF  and  0.35  per  employee.  These  are  much 
lower  than  the  C-3  rates  for  the  following  reasons:  50  United  Nations  Plaza  is  a  secured 
building,  with  a  security  guard  in  the  lobby.  All  employees  must  show  their  access  card  to 
enter.  The  agencies  have  very  limited  public  access,  and  the  guard  must  be  informed  of  all 
visitors  in  advance.  It  is  also  a  historic  building  which,  in  general,  utilizes  floor  space  much 
less  efficiently.  Consequently,  the  trip  rate  per  GSF  is  relatively  low  compared  to  the  trip  rate 
per  employee. 

A  summary  of  the  observed  trip  rates  at  the  Oakland  Federal  Building,  50  United  Nations  Plaza 
and  the  rates  for  C-3  use  from  the  Guidelines  is  presented  in  Table  4.12-1.  The  proposed  San 
Francisco  Federal  Building  is  expected  to  be  more  similar  to  the  Oakland  Federal  Building  than 
to  50  United  Nations  Plaza.  Therefore,  the  trip  rate  based  on  employees,  as  observed  at  the 
Oakland  Federal  Building,  was  used  for  the  proposed  San  Francisco  Federal  Building.  This  trip 
rate  is  0.34  trips  per  employee  and  was  applied  to  the  maximum  expected  number  of  employees 
for  the  proposed  Federal  Building. 

Assumptions  for  mode  splits  and  directional  assignments  for  the  person-trips  were  obtained  from 
the  Guidelines.  The  Guidelines  specify  the  directional  assignment  and  a  unique  array  of  mode 
split  assumptions  depending  on  the  point  of  origin  of  the  trip.  The  mode  split  and  directional 
assignment  percentages  that  were  applied  to  the  person-trips  are  presented  in  Appendix  F.  The 
resulting  trips  by  mode  by  location  that  would  be  generated  by  the  proposed  SF  Federal  Building 
are  presented  in  Table  4.12-3  and  Table  4.12-4. 

The  proposed  Federal  Building  would  generate  10,530  daily  person  trips  and  1,020  PM  peak 
hour  person  trips  (Table  4. 12-2).  The  Federal  Building  would  generate  205  vehicle- trips  during 
the  PM  peak  hour,  184  outbound  and  21  inbound  (Table  4. 12-3).  It  would  also  generate  a  total 
of  739  other  person-trips  of  which  567  would  be  transit  trips  (including  ferry),  158  walk  trips 
and  14  other  trips  (which  include  biking,  taxi  and  drop-off)  (Table  4. 12-4).  Vehicle-trips  were 
assigned  to  the  street  network  and  the  transit  person-trips  were  assigned  to  the  transit  network. 

Future  Traffic  Volumes 

The  future  analysis  year  for  this  study  is  2010.  To  forecast  the  volumes  for  the  year  2010,  the 
methodology  described  in  the  Guidelines  was  used.  This  methodology  involved  applying  a 
growth  factor  to  the  existing  traffic  volumes.  The  growth  factor  specified  in  the  Guidelines  for 
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the  time  period  between  1985  and  2000  was  converted  into  an  annual  growth  rate.  This  annual 
growth  rate  was  assumed  to  occur  throughout  the  time  period  between  1994  and  2010.  Where 
intersections  border  between  two  growth  rates  (e.g.  along  Market  Street)  an  average  of  the  two 
rates  was  used.  The  traffic  forecasts  after  applying  the  growth  factors  is  referred  to  as  the  2010 
Base  Case  scenario. 

Table  4.12-1 
Comparison  of  Person-Trip  Rates 
Existing  Federal  Buildings  vs.  Conventional  Office  Space 
New  Federal  Building  EIS/EIR  -  San  Francisco 


Time  Period 

Oakland  Federal 
Building 

50  United 
Nations  Plaza 

C-3  Primary 
Office1 

Oakland  Federal 
Building 

50  United 
Nations  Plaza 

C-3  Primary 
Office1 
(>  200,000  GSF) 

Person-Trips  per  1,000  GSF 

Person-Trips  per  Employee 

PM  Peak  Hour 

1.48 

0.61 

1.252 

0.34 

0.23 

0.352 

Daily 

15.21 

Not  Available 

11.1 

3.51 

Not  Available 

3.06 

GSF     Gross  Square  Feet 

Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review:  Transportation  Impacts,  July  1991,  Department  of  City  Planning,  City  and 
2         County  of  San  Francisco 


Based  on  PM  peak  hour  percentage  of  11.3%  of  daily  trips,  as  listed  in  the  Guidelines. 
Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  March  28,  1994. 


Table  4.12-2 
Daily  and  PM  Peak  Hour  Trip  Generation 


Land  Use 

Size 

Unit 

Trip  Rate 

Total  Person 
Trip  Ends 

Work  Person 
Trip  Ends 

Non-Work 
Person  Trip 
Ends 

Office 

678 

K  SQ.  FT 

15.21 

10,312 

3,712 

6,600 

2,748 

employees 

3.51 

9,645 

3,472 

6,173 

3,000 

employees 

3.51 

10,530 

3,791 

6,739* 

PM  Peak  Hour  Person  Trips 

678 

K  SQ.  FT. 

1.48 

1,003 

833 

171 

2,748 

employees 

0.34 

934 

775 

159 

3,000 

employees 

0.34 

1,020 

847 

173* 

*  Worst  case  scenario  selected  for  traffic  analysis  purposes. 
Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  March  28,  1994. 
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Table  4.12-3 
Person  Trip  Generation  by  Mode  by  Location 
PM  Peak  Hour  Vehicle  Trips  (Work  Plus  Non-Work) 


T  nratiAnc 
L.<rv  d  ir<J  I  L> 

Work  Trips 
Vehicle  Trip  Ends 

Non-Work  Vehicle 
Trip  Ends 

Total  Vehicle  Trip 
Ends 

In  Vehicle  Trip 
Ends 

Out  Vehicle  Trip 
Ends 

NE  SF 

6.2 

0.2 

6.4 

0.4 

6.0 

NW  SF 

40.3 

0.4 

40.7 

2.2 

38.5 

SE  SF 

22.4 

1.0 

23.4 

1.6 

21.7 

SW  SF 

33.6 

0.7 

34.3 

2.0 

32.3 

North  Bay 

32.4 

2.8 

35.2 

3.0 

32.2 

East  Bay 

28.3 

4.6 

32.8 

3.7 

29.1 

Peninsula 

17.5 

1.6 

19.0 

1.7 

17.4 

C-3 

0.7 

12.8 

13.8 

6.4 

7.0 

Total 

181 

24 

205 

21.1 

184.3 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  March  28,  1994. 


Table  4.12-4 
Person  Trip  Generation  by  Mode  by  Location 
PM  Peak  Hour  Transit  Person  Trip  Ends  (Work  Plus  Non-Work) 


Location 

Total 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

Muni 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

Bart 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

Caltr 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

AC 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

Samtran 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

GG 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

Ferry 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

Charter 

Bus 
Person 

Tip 
Ends 

Walk 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

Other 
Person 
Trip 
Ends 

NE  SF 

78 

36 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

41 

1 

NW  SF 

96 

93 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

SE  SF 

43 

23 

13 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

SW  SF 

101 

88 

12 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

NORTH  BAY 

54 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

39 

11 

4 

0 

0 

EAST  BAY 

187 

0 

131 

0 

52 

0 

0 

2 

2 

0 

0 

PENINSULA 

27 

1 

13 

8 

0 

5 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

C-3 

152 

32 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

117 

2 

TOTAL 

739 

273 

170 

8 

52 

5 

39 

14 

6 

158 

14 

in 

96 

27 

17 

1 

5 

0 

4 

1 

I 

16 

1 

out 

643 

246 

153 

7 

47 

4 

35 

12 

5 

142 

13 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  March  28,  1994. 


According  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  these  growth  rates  do  not  account 
for  either  the  proposed  Federal  Building  or  the  proposed  State  Building  at  455  McAllister. 
Therefore,  the  traffic  to  be  generated  by  the  proposed  State  Building  was  added  to  the  2010  Base 
Case  traffic.  The  Oakland  Federal  Building  observed  trip  generation  rates  were  applied  to  the 
State  building. 
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The  State  Building  would  generate  6,522  daily  person-trips  and  992  PM  peak  hour  person-trips.1 
The  mode  splits  as  presented  in  Appendix  3  to  the  Guidelines  were  applied  to  the  total  peak  hour 
person-trips  of  992  to  determine  the  number  of  vehicle  trips  and  transit  trips.  The  State  Building 
would  generate  200  vehicle-trips  during  the  PM  peak  hour,  180  inbound  and  20  outbound.  It 
would  also  generate  551  transit  trips  (including  ferry),  153  walk  trips  and  14  other  trips  (which 
include  biking,  taxi  and  drop-off). 

Significance  Thresholds 

Intersection:  In  order  to  assess  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  project,  and  project  alternatives,  on 
surrounding  intersections,  project  traffic  was  added  to  non-project  traffic  volumes  on  the  adjacent 
road  network.    For  purposes  of  this  impact  analysis,  a  significant  traffic  impact  occurs  when: 

•    The  traffic  generated  by  a  project  degrades  peak  period  level-of-service  from 
LOS      IL  C,  or  D  (without  project)  to  LOS  E  or  F  (with  project). 

Transit  System:  A  significant  impact  to  the  Transit  System  would  occur  where  project  generated 
ridership,  when  added  to  existing  or  future  ridership,  exceeds  available  or  planned  system 
capacity.  Capacity  is  defined  as  the  total  number  of  passengers  the  system  of  buses  and  light 
rail  vehicles  can  carry  within  the  policy  load  factors  during  the  peak  hours  of  operation. 

Local  Circulation:  A  significant  impact  to  the  local  pedestrian,  bicycle,  automobile,  and/or 
transit  circulation  would  occur  if  the  Level  of  Service  deteriorates  below  "Congested"  for 
pedestrian  service  levels  (above  14  pedestrians  per  foot  per  minute),  curbside  travel  lanes  are 
narrowed  or  bike  facilities  are  removed,  or  traffic  speeds  increase,  or  there  is  an  increase  in  the 
intersection  LOS  to  E  or  F  from  LOS  A,  B,  C,  or  D. 


The  proposed  state  building  project  is  a  combination  of  new  and  existing  building  space.  The  new  State  Building 
is  proposed  to  have  800,000  GSF.  The  new  building  will  be  consolidated  with  an  existing  State  Building  of 
252,000  GSF  (350  McAllister  Street).  Another  existing  state  building  (455  Golden  Gate)  with  384,000  GSF  is 
to  be  demolished  as  part  of  the  project.  Thus,  the  project  will  result  in  416,000  net  new  GSF  of  building 
(800,000  -  384,000  GSF).  However  350  McAllister  Street  was  unoccupied  in  1994  at  the  time  existing  counts 
were  taken.  Therefore,  from  a  traffic  perspective,  the  full  occupancy  of  the  project  would  result  in  an  increase 
of  668,000  GSF  compared  to  1994  existing  conditions.  This  668,000  GSF  (416,000  +  252,000  GSF)  was 
applied  to  the  assumed  trip  generation  rates. 
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4.12.2     Impact  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1 .  Short-Term 

Impact  4.12(A)-1  Project  construction  period  would  result  in  the  generation  of  additional 
vehicle  trips  within  the  proximity  of  the  site.  This  impact  is  considered 
less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Development  of  the  proposed  project  would  generate  additional  traffic  volumes  during  the  two 
to  three  year  construction  period.  Traffic  conditions  in  the  project  area  during  construction 
activities  would  be  disrupted  on  a  short-term  basis,  primarily  due  to  the  hauling  of  equipment 
and  material  on  and  off-site.  Heavy  construction  equipment  such  as  bulldozers  and  large  loaders 
would  be  moved  on  site  prior  to  construction  and  remain  until  completion  of  site  preparation. 
Some  minor  disruption  of  traffic  flows  would  occur  at  this  time;  however,  the  short  duration  of 
activity  (estimated  to  be  about  5  days)  would  minimize  impacts.  Impacts  could  also  result  from 
heavy-duty  (25-ton)  trucks  moving  excavated  materials  off-site  during  excavation  of  the 
subterranean  parking  garage  area.  However,  truck  trips  would  be  limited  to  the  hours  of  9:00 
AM  to  3:30  PM,  minimizing  disruption  to  downtown  area  traffic  including  transit  vehicles. 

In  addition,  it  may  be  necessary  to  enact  lane  and  sidewalk  closures  during  part  of  the  demolition 
and  construction  phases  of  the  new  building.  This  would  affect  both  pedestrian  flow  on  the 
sidewalks  as  well  as  motor-vehicle  and  bicycle  flow  on  Market  Street,  Tenth  Street  and  Mission 
Street.  Impacts  on  Market  and  Mission  Streets  would  be  minimized  however  by  concentrating 
construction  activity  on  Tenth  Street  to  the  extent  possible.  Finally,  construction  employees 
would  be  traveling  to  and  from  the  site  on  a  daily  basis  during  the  construction  period. 

2.  Long-Term  (Existing  Plus  Project) 
Traffic  Impacts 

Impact  4.12(A)-2  Implementation  of  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  reduction  of  Level  of 
Service  for  any  of  the  intersections  studied.  This  is  considered  a  less 
than  significant  impact.  [LS] 

A  capacity  analysis  was  performed  at  the  study  intersections  to  determine  the  traffic  impacts  of 
the  proposed  project.  The  results  of  the  capacity  analysis  for  the  Existing  plus  Project  scenario 
are  presented  in  Table  4.12-5.  The  Existing  plus  Project  volumes  and  the  resulting  levels  of 
service  are  presented  in  Figure  F-6  appearing  in  Appendix  F.  The  level  of  service  would  not 
change  at  any  of  the  study  intersections  with  the  addition  of  project  traffic.  All  intersections 
with  the  addition  of  project  traffic  alone  would  operate  at  LOS  D  or  better,  acceptable  conditions 
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in  an  urban  environment.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  would  not  have  significant  impacts 
on  the  level  of  service  at  the  intersections  analyzed. 

Table  4.12-5 

Existing  Plus  Project  Intersection  Levels-of-Service-PM  Peak  Hour 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
New  Federal  Building  EIS/EIR  -  San  Francisco 


Intersection 

Existing 

Existing  Plus  Project 

North-South  Street 

East-West  Street 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

1 

Van  Ness  Ave. 

Hayes  Street 

0.84 

D 

0.84 

D 

2 

Van  Ness  Ave. 

Fell  Street 

0.68 

B 

0.68 

B 

3 

Van  Ness  Ave. 

Market  Street 

0.71 

C 

0.71 

C 

4 

S.  Van  Ness  Ave/ 12th  St. 

Mission  Street/Otis  Street 

0.84 

D 

0.84 

D 

5 

Eleventh  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.83 

D 

0.84 

D 

6 

Tenth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.88 

D 

0.89 

D 

7 

Ninth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.86 

D 

0.86 

D 

14 

Ninth  St./Larkin  St. 

Market  St./Hayes  St. 

0.77 

C 

0.77 

C 

15 

Tenth  Street/Polk  Street 

Market  Street/Fell  Street 

0.64 

B 

0.67 

B 

Analysis  assumes  PM  peak  period  land  configuration,  i.e.  curbside  land  as  diamond  lane  for  buses  and  right- 
turns  only.  The  diamond  lane  configuration  reduces  the  capacity  of  these  intersections.  Thus,  the  volume-to- 
capacity  (V/C)  ratios  at  these  intersections  can  be  considered  worst  case,  as  not  all  vehicles  comply  with  the 
diamond  lane  designation. 


Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April  1994. 

Transit  Impacts 

Impact  4.12(A)-3  Implementation  of  the  project  would  not  result  in  an  exceedance  of 
transit  capacity,  with  the  exception  of  the  East  Bay  BART  line,  which  is 
currently  operating  at  above  BART's  official  design  capacity.  Capacity 
will  increase  when  the  Dublin  line  begins  service.  This  is  not  considered 
a  significant  impact.  [LS] 

The  peak  hour  load  factors  of  the  affected  transit  agencies  were  also  analyzed  to  determine  the 
transit  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  As  summarized  in  the  previous  Table  4. 12-4,  the  project 
would  generate  a  total  of  273  MUNI  trips,  246  outbound  and  27  inbound.  These  would  be 
distributed  throughout  the  approximately  23  MUNI  lines  serving  the  site  including  MUNI  metro, 
crosstown  and  downtown  routes.  Since  most  routes  serving  the  project  site  are  operating  at  less 
than  the  capacity  load  factors,  these  project  trips  can  be  absorbed  with  no  significant  impacts  to 
MUNI  operations  or  levels  of  service. 

The  project  person-trips  that  would  use  regional  carriers  are  also  summarized  in  Table  4.12-4 
above.  The  load  factor  for  existing  plus  project  trips  was  calculated  and  is  depicted  in  Table 
4.12-6.  The  load  factors  would  not  change  significantly  for  any  of  the  regional  transit  carriers. 
The  load  factors  in  all  cases  but  one  would  remain  less  than  the  maximum  load  factor  established 
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by  each  carrier.  The  exception  would  be  BART  service  to  the  East  Bay,  whose  current  load 
factor  of  1.25  exceeds  BART's  policy  of  1.15.  Capacity  will  be  increased  to  approximately 
15,840  when  the  Dublin  line  goes  into  service  in  mid  1996.  Project  trips  would  increase  the 
load  factor  to  1.26  assuming  existing  capacity.  But  given  the  planned  capacity  increase  expected 
to  take  effect  prior  to  completion  of  the  project,  the  project's  impact  to  the  East  Bay  BART  line 
is  not  considered  a  significant  impact.  Thus,  once  this  improvement  is  implemented  there  would 
be  sufficient  capacity  on  BART  to  accommodate  the  additional  BART  patrons  generated  by  the 
Federal  Building. 

Parking  Impacts 

Impact  4.12(A)-4  Parking  demand  for  the  project  would  exceed  the  amount  of  parking 
proposed  on-site.  The  demand  would  be  met  by  nearby  parking  garages. 
This  is  not  considered  a  significant  impact.  [LS] 

Parking  demand  was  projected  for  the  proposed  project  on  the  basis  of  the  estimated  vehicular 
traffic  generated  by  the  project.  The  project  would  create  long  term  parking  demand  for  about 
305  spaces  (including  34  carpool/vanpool  spaces),  and  short  term  parking  demand  for  34 
equivalent  daily  spaces,  for  a  total  parking  demand  of  339  daily  spaces.  The  project  provides 
no  employee  parking. 

The  project  would  include  114  interior  parking  spaces  and  47  surface  parking  spaces  for  a  total 
of  161  parking  spaces.  These  onsite  parking  spaces  are  for  official  vehicles  only  and  not  for 
employees.  In  practice,  however,  they  may  replace  the  need  for  an  employee  to  use  a  personal 
vehicle  for  official  business  and  may  thereby  accommodate  part  of  the  estimated  parking 
demand.  The  actual  parking  deficiency,  therefore  may  be  as  low  as  178  spaces  (the  339  space 
deficiency  less  161  official  spaces). 
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Table  4.12-6 

Regional  Transit  Characteristics  -  PM  Peak  Hour  -  Outbound 
New  Federal  Building  EER./EIS  -  San  Francisco 


Carrier 

Fare 

Average 
Frequency 

(minutes) 

Maximum 
Load 
Point 

Aggregate 
Capacity 

OiittwiunH 

(seated) 

No.  of 

Riders 
Outbound 

During 
PM  Peak 

Hour 

Date 

Load 
Factor 

Maximum 
Load 
Factor 
(policy) 

Project 
Transit 
Trips 
Out-bound 

Existing 

Plus 
Project 
Trips 

Load 
Fiic  tor 

AC" 

$2.20 

10  -  20 

Transbay 
Terminal 

10,305 

6,285 

May/92 

0.61 

1.00 

47 

6,332 

0.61 

Samtrans(2) 

$1.50  - 
$2.00 

30 

City 
Limits 

2,160 

1,300 

Mar/94 

0.60 

1.00 

4 

1,304 

0.60 

Caltrain(3) 

$2.25  - 
$4.50 

4-20 

4th/ 
Townsend 

4,090 

2,623 

Oct/92 

0.64 

None 

7 

2,635 

0.64 

BART  E-B^ 

$1.55  - 
$2.80 

3.3 

Embarcadero 

12,960 

16,178 

Mar/94 

1.25 

1.15 

118 

16,296 

1.26 

RART  *;-R(<) 

$0.80  - 
$1.45 

5.0 

Civic  Center 

8,640 

8,942 

Mar/94 

1.03 

1.15 

36 

8,978 

0.86 

GG  Bus(5) 

$2.00  - 
$4.00 

6-60 

GG  Bridge 

3,276 

2,293 

Sep/93 

0.70 

1.00 

35 

2,328 

0.71 

Golden  Gate 
Ferry<5> 

L  - 
$2.50 

30-40 

Ferry 
Building 

1,064 

658 

Sep/93 

0.62 

1.00 

4 

662 

0.62 

S  - 
$4.00 

70-80 

388 

156 

Sep/93 

0.40 

1.00 

4 

160 

0.41 

RW  Ferry<5) 

T- 
$4.50 

45 

260 

160 

Sep/95 

0.61 

1.00 

4 

64 

0.21 

V  - 
$7.50 

* 

300 

100 

Mar/94 

0.33 

1.00 

1 

101 

0.34 

Walk 

Not  Applicable 

142 

Not  Applicable 

Other"' 

13 

Load  Factor  =  Riders/number  of  seats;  L  =  Larkspur;  S  =  Sausalito;  T  =  Tiburon;  V  =  Vallejo. 


(1)  Phone  conversation  with  Don  Larsen,  AC  Transit,  03/09/94. 

(2)  Phone  conversation  with  Jim  DeHart,  Samtrans,  03/09/94. 

(3)  Phone  conversation  with  Lisa  Ives,  Samtrans  04/04/94. 

(4)  Phone  conversation  with  Dean  Leonard,  BART,  03/11/94,  and  10/18/95. 

(5)  Ridership  information  provided  by  Al  Zahradnik,  Golden  Gate  Transit,  03/25/94. 

(6)  Phone  conversation  with  Red  and  White  Fleet  10/26/95. 

(7)  Includes  bicycling,  taxi,  drop-off,  work  at  home. 
*    One  trip  during  the  peak  period. 

Wilbur  Smith  Associates;  October,  1995 

There  are  approximately  645  parking  spaces  available  in  commercial  lots  open  to  the  general 
public  within  1/4  mile  of  the  project  site  which  could  satisfy  the  unmet  demand.  The  closest  lots 
are  the  Fox  Plaza  facility  (145  parking  spaces  available)  and  the  facility  at  66  Ninth  Street  (6 
spaces  available).  Thus,  public  parking  lots  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site  could  satisfy  the  demand 
not  met  by  onsite  parking  space. 
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The  proposed  project  would  eliminate  no  parking  spaces  currently  available  to  the  general 
public.  Occupancy  in  off-street  public  parking  lots  and  garages  within  a  0.25-mile  radius  of  the 
project's  site  may  be  expected  to  increase  from  the  existing  68  percent  to  77  percent  as  a  result 
of  the  unmet  parking  demand  generated  by  the  project.  There  is  not  expected  to  be  a  net  loss 
of  on-street  parking  spaces  since  any  new  curb  cuts  would  replace  existing  curb  cuts  that  could 
then  be  converted  to  on-street  parking  spaces. 

The  proposed  project  is  in  the  C-3  District,  in  which  parking  is  not  required  for  commercial 
uses.  The  City  Planning  Code  allows  accessory  parking  of  up  to  seven  percent  of  the  gross  floor 
area  of  the  project.  The  74,967  GSF  of  parking  proposed  by  the  project  sponsor  would  exceed 
this  seven  percent  allowance  (678,571  GSF  X  0.07  =  47,500  GSF  allowable  for  accessory 
parking)  (For  projects  in  the  C-3  districts,  Conditional  Use  authorization  is  required  for 
accessory  parking  in  excess  of  seven  percent).  Required  bicycle  parking  per  section  155(j)  of 
the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  is  one  bicycle  parking  space  per  each  20  off-street  parking 
spaces  provided.  Given  that  161  off-street  spaces  are  proposed,  8  bicycle  parking  spaces  are 
required.  Bicycle  parking  should  be  provided  as  recommended  in  the  mitigation  section. 

It  is  the  policy  of  the  City  to  encourage  the  use  of  alternative  transportation  modes.  Maintaining 
a  low  level  of  parking  availability  is  considered  an  appropriate  way  to  advance  this  goal.  For 
this  reason  as  well,  the  proposed  level  of  parking  is  not  considered  a  significant  impact. 

Pedestrian/Bicycle  Circulation  Impacts 

Impact  4.12(A)-5  Pedestrian  and  bicycle  traffic  would  increase  within  areas  surrounding 
the  project  site.  These  increases  would  be  greatest  during  the  PM  peak 
hour  period.  Potential  impacts  are  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  location  of  the  main  pedestrian  entrance  has  not  been  determined.  The  two  options  are  to 
locate  the  entrance  on  Market  Street,  which  is  consistent  with  city  policies  of  encouraging 
pedestrian  and  retail  traffic  on  Market  Street,  or  to  locate  the  entrance  on  Tenth  Street.  The 
latter  option  could  also  include  a  secondary  significant  entrance  on  Market  Street,  as  well. 

Pedestrians  would  be  circulating  primarily  to  and  from  the  BART  entrance  at  Market  and  Eighth 
Street,  to  and  from  the  MUNI  Metro  stop  at  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  from  the  local  MUNI, 
Golden  Gate  and  SAMTRANS  stops.  There  will  also  be  considerable  lunchtime  pedestrian 
traffic  on  and  about  Tenth  and  Market  to  local  food  and  retail  establishments.  During  the  PM 
peak  hour,  the  pedestrian  flow  in  the  crosswalks  of  Market/Van  Ness  and  Market/Tenth  Street 
would  continue  to  be  acceptable  (flow  regimen  equal  open  or  unimpeded)  (see  Table  4.12-7). 
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Table  4.12-7 

Existing  Plus  Project  Pedestrian  Levels  of  Service  -  PM  Peak  Hour 
New  Federal  Building  EIR/EIS  -  San  Francisco 


Cross  Walk 

Effective 
Width/Percent 
Walk-Time 

Existing 

Existing  Plus  Project 

VoIume(1) 

Flow  Ratea) 

Flow  Regimen 

VoIume(1) 

Flow  Ratea) 

Flow  Regimen 

10th  Street/ Market  Street 

»■  North 

26  ft./26% 

240 

2.36 

Impeded 

236 

2.32 

Impeded 

►  South 

26  ft./26% 

250 

2.46 

Impeded 

379 

3.74 

Impeded 

►  East 

30  ft./23% 

80 

0.77 

Un-impeded 

80 

0.77 

Un-impeded 

>  West 

30  ft./23% 

50 

0.48 

Open 

82 

0.79 

Un-impeded 

Van  Ness  AvenueyMarket  Street 

North 

35  ft./12% 

175 

2.78 

Impeded 

199 

3.16 

Impeded 

►  South 

32  ft./12% 

120 

2.08 

Impeded 

119 

2.06 

Impeded 

►  East 

34  ft./28% 

100 

0.70 

Un-impeded 

122 

0.85 

Un-impeded 

►  West 

35  ft./28% 

70 

0.48 

Open 

71 

0.48 

Open 

(1)  =  Peak  15-Minute  Pedestrian  Volumes 

(2)  =  Pedestrians/Minute/Foot 
Wilbur  Smith  Associates;  October  1995 


Since  the  level  of  service  of  pedestrian  traffic  would  not  be  reduced,  impacts  are  considered  less 
than  significant. 

Increased  bicycle  traffic  is  anticipated  to  be  primarily  due  to  employees  who  choose  bicycling 
as  their  commute  mode.  The  routes  that  would  be  used  by  bicyclists  would  vary  depending  on 
the  residence  location  of  the  individual  bicycle  commuter.  If  onsite  bicycle  parking  is  provided, 
bicyclists  would  enter  the  site  from  Tenth  Street  into  the  garage,  as  motor  vehicles  would. 
Neither  of  the  streets  fronting  the  site  have  bike  lanes  or  are  signed  as  bike  routes.  Due  to  the 
high  vehicular  traffic  within  the  downtown  area,  as  with  any  urban  setting,  potential  safety 
conflicts  could  result  to  bicyclists.  Potential  impacts  are  considered  adverse,  but  less  than 
significant. 

Freight  Loading  and  Service  Impacts 

Impact  4.12(A)-6  The  average  number  of  peak  hour  truck  deliveries  would  be  approx- 
imately six.  Because  the  project  design  will  accommodate  required 
deliveries,  the  impact  would  be  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

Truck/freight  generation  and  loading  estimates  were  initially  projected  using  the  methodology 
from  Appendix  7  of  the  Guidelines.  City  Planning  Code  requires  one  space  per  100,000  square 
feet  (Sections  152,  153).  This  methodology  determines  the  number  of  truck  trips  per  day  based 
on  GSF  of  building  area.  According  to  the  Guidelines,  the  project  would  be  expected  to 
generate  142  truck  trips  per  day.  However,  research  at  a  similar  federal  building  (the  Phillip 
Burton  Federal  Office  Building  at  450  Golden  Gate  Avenue)  revealed  that  the  average  number 
of  daily  truck  deliveries  was  approximately  40  (resulting  in  a  peak-hour  generation  of  six 
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deliveries).  The  number  of  deliveries  for  the  project  is  expected  to  be  the  same  or  less. 
According  to  the  Guidelines,  three  spaces  would  be  required.  The  peak  hour  of  truck  trip 
generation  is  expected  to  occur  between  10  a.m.  and  1  p.m.  This  could  result  in  intermittent 
impacts  to  traffic  operations  on  Tenth  Street  if  yellow  loading  zones  are  not  provided.  This 
would  also  interfere  with  pedestrian  circulation  on  the  Tenth  Street  sidewalks. 

Site  Access  and  Circulation  Impacts 

Impact  4.12(A)-7     The  distribution  of  vehicular  traffic  onto  Tenth  Street  may  result  in 

potential  safety  impacts,  both  to  traffic  on  Tenth  Street  and  to  traffic 
entering  and  exiting  the  site.  In  addition,  pedestrian  and  bicycle 
traffic  within  this  area  may  be  subject  to  safety  conflicts.  Potential 
impacts  are  considered  adverse,  but  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

The  San  Francisco  Master  Plan  discourages  vehicle  access  to  Market  Street.  Thus,  access  to 
the  Federal  Building's  parking  facilities  will  most  probably  be  from  either  Tenth  Street  or 
Mission  Street.  Access  to  and  from  the  major  freeway  ramps  would  be  easier  from  a  Mission 
Street  driveway.  However,  given  the  transit  priority  designation  of  Mission  Street  and  given  the 
shape  of  the  site,  it  would  be  better  for  pedestrians  and  transit  and  more  versatile  to  locate  the 
driveway  on  Tenth  Street.  A  Tenth  Street  access  would  also  result  in  traffic  impacts  on  the  local 
street  system.  However,  probably  fewer  impacts  would  occur  at  Tenth  than  access  on  Mission 
or  Market.  This  is  because  all  entering  vehicles  from  U.S.  101  to  1-80  would  need  to  turn  onto 
Market  Street  from  11th  or  9th  Streets  in  order  to  drive  southbound  on  Tenth  Street  between 
Market  and  Mission.  Within  these  areas,  potential  conflicts  between  traffic  entering  and  exiting 
the  site  could  occur  resulting  in  potential  safety  impacts  in  the  area  of  the  garage  and  on  Tenth 
Street.  Furthermore,  any  potential  pedestrian  or  other  traffic  within  this  area  may  be  subject  to 
safety  impacts.  However,  they  would  be  less  with  a  Tenth  Street  driveway  than  with  one  on 
Mission  or  Market  Streets.  Design  features  such  as  signs  and  warning  buzzers  at  the  garage 
entry  would  minimize  safety  conflicts.  None  of  the  access  alternatives  would  result  in  congested 
pedestrian  service  levels.  Nor  would  any  of  the  access  alternatives  remove  bike  facilities, 
narrow  curbside  travel  lanes,  or  lead  to  increased  traffic  speeds. 

Eighty  percent  of  pedestrian  traffic  is  estimated  to  come  from  the  Market  Street  corridor  (mostly 
those  commuting  by  transit)  and  20  percent  from  Tenth  Street  (mostly  those  employees  who 
parked  off-site).  Placement  of  the  primary  pedestrian  entrance  on  Market  Street  would 
encourage  pedestrian  and  transit  access  to  the  site. 
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3.  Cumulative 

Traffic  Impacts  Year  2010 

Impact  4.12(A)-8     Traffic  volumes  for  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  in  the  year  2010 

would  not  reduce  the  Level  of  Service  for  any  of  the  intersections 
studied.  However,  the  Mission/Tenth  Streets  intersection  and  the 
Market/Tenth/Fell/Polk  Streets  intersection's  volume-to-capacity  ratio 
would  increase  by  three  percentage  points  with  the  construction  of  the 
proposed  State  building  and  the  proposed  project  but  the  LOS  would 
remain  LOS  E.  This  amount  of  increase  is  not  considered  a  significant 
impact.  At  Market/Tenth  Streets,  the  LOS  would  be  LOS  C.  This  is 
not  considered  a  significant  impact.  [LS] 

The  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  project  was  added  to  the  2010  Base  Case  plus  State 
Building  traffic.  An  intersection  capacity  analysis  of  Year  2010  traffic  volumes  for  all  three 
future  scenarios,  2010  Base  Case,  2010  Base  Case  4-  State  Building  and  2010  Base  Case  +  State 
Building  +  Project,  was  conducted  and  the  results  are  summarized  in  Table  4. 12-8.  The  turning 
movements  at  the  study  intersections  for  the  2010  Base  Case  plus  State  Building  plus  Project 
scenario  are  presented  in  Figure  F-7  appearing  in  Appendix  F. 

In  the  2010  Base  Case,  (without  the  project)  two  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  E. 

•  Mission/Tenth 

•  Mission/Ninth  Street 

Four  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  D. 

•  Market  at  Ninth  Street/Larkin 

•  Van  Ness  at  Hayes 

•  Mission  at  South  Van  Ness 

•  Mission  at  Eleventh  Street 

Three  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  C. 

•  Market  at  Van  Ness 

•  Market/Tenth  Street/Polk/Fell 

•  Van  Ness  Fell 
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Table  4.12-8 

Year  2010  Intersection  Levels-of-Service  -  PM  Peak  Hour 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 


Intersection 

2010 
Base  Case 

2010 

Base  Case  +  State 
Building 

2010 

Base  Case  +  State 
Building  +  Project 

North-South  Street 

East-West  Street 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

1 

Van  Ness  Avenue 

Hayes  Street 

0.88 

D 

0.88 

D 

0.88 

D 

2 

Van  Ness  Avenue 

Fell  Street 

0.74 

C 

0.74 

C 

0.75 

C 

J 

Van  Ness  Avenue 

Market  Street 

0.79 

C 

0.79 

C 

0.79 

C 

4 

S.  Van  Ness  Ave/ 12th  St. 

Mission  Street/Otis  Street 

0.90 

D 

0.90 

D 

0.90 

D 

5 

Eleventh  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.89 

D 

0.89 

D 

0.90 

D 

6 

Tenth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.96 

E 

0.96 

E 

0.99 

E 

7 

Ninth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.92 

E 

0.92 

E 

0.92 

E 

14 

Ninth  Street/Larkin  Street 

Market  St./Hayes  St. 

0.86 

D 

0.86 

D 

0.86 

D 

15 

Tenth  Street/Polk  Street 

Market  Street/Fell  Street 

0.72 

C 

0.72 

C 

0.75 

C 

*  Analysis  assumes  PM  peak  period  land  configuration,  i.e.  curbside  lane  (Mission  Street)  as  diamond  lane  for  buses  and 
right-turns  only.  The  diamond  lane  configuration  reduces  the  capacity  of  these  intersections.  Thus,  the  volume-to- 
capacity  (V/C)  ratios  at  these  intersections  can  be  considered  worst  case,  as  not  all  vehicles  comply  with  the  diamond  land 
designation.  (Note  that  east  bound  is  signed  but  not  painted  in  street  lanes.) 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April  1994. 


The  two  intersections  that  would  operate  at  LOS  E  were  analyzed  assuming  the  PM  peak  hour 
lane  configuration  which  designates  the  westbound  curbside  lane  for  buses  and  right  turns  only. 
This  restriction  substantially  reduces  the  capacity  of  these  intersections  for  through  traffic.  It 
does  improve  the  flow  for  transit  vehicles  reducing  transit  travel  times  which  encourages  the  use 
of  transit.  For  comparison  purposes,  if  both  through  lanes  were  available  for  through  traffic 
during  the  PM  peak  hour,  the  intersection  operation  would  improve  from  LOS  E  to  LOS  D  (V/C 
ratio  =  0.81)  at  Mission/Tenth  Street  and  from  LOS  E  to  LOS  C  (V/C  ratio  =  0.73)  at 
Mission/Ninth  Street.  Since  the  restriction  is  not  universally  obeyed,  some  through  traffic  does 
use  the  curbside  lane.  Thus,  in  reality,  the  effective  V/C  ratio  is  probably  somewhere  in 
between  the  two  values  for  each  intersection.  Since  Mission  Street  is  a  Transit  Preferential 
Street,  the  diamond  lane  restrictions  will  remain  and  it  is  likely  that  enforcement  will  increase 
in  the  future. 

With  the  addition  of  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  State  Building,  none  of  the  V/C  Ratios 
or  LOS  would  change.  Under  the  2010  Base  Case  +  State  Building  +  Project  scenario,  project 
traffic  would  increase  the  V/C  ratios  by  one  to  three  percentage  points  at  four  intersections. 
However,  the  Level  of  Service  would  again  remain  the  same.  Thus,  the  project  would  not  have 
any  significant  traffic  impacts  in  Year  2010. 
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Transit  Impacts  2010 

Impact  4.12(A)-9     The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  will  increase  PM  peak  hour 

outbound  demand  in  the  year  2010  by  less  than  one  percent.  This  is 
considered  a  less  than  significant  impact.  [LS] 

Year  2010  transit  demand  was  based  on  the  percentage  change  noted  in  the  Mission  Bay  E1R  for 
1985  levels  to  2020  levels.  The  capacity  levels  were  estimated  by  each  operator  in  the  Mission 
Bay  EIR  for  Year  2000  to  Year  2020. 

PM  peak  hour  project-generated  transit  trips  would  contribute  less  than  one  percent  of  the  total 
PM  peak  hour  outbound  demand  for  each  transit  operator  at  Year  2010  transit  ridership  levels. 
The  largest  impact  would  be  to  MUNI  (245  outbound  trips)  and  East  Bay-bound  BART  (about 
120  outbound  trips  out  of  130  total  peak  hour  trips).  The  project  would  not  have  a  significant 
impact  on  Year  2010  transit  levels  of  service. 

Table  4. 12-9  shows  the  estimated  Year  2010  demand  for  each  transit  agency  by  screenline2  and 
the  estimated  project  demand  for  transit  by  PM  peak  hour  and  period.  It  also  shows  the 
demand-to-capacity  ratios  and  levels  of  service  for  each  screenline.  As  with  PM  peak  outbound 
demand,  the  project  contribution  to  each  screenline  would  also  be  less  than  one  percent  and  have 
little  effect  on  the  Year  2010  level  of  service. 

4.    Recommended  Measures 

Although  the  project  will  have  no  significant  impacts  to  traffic  and  circulation,  the  following 
measures  could  reduce  impacts  from  this  project.  GSA  has  no  authority  to  modify  streets  and 
highways  in  and  around  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco.  The  improvement  measures 
recommended  in  this  section,  therefore,  would  have  to  be  implemented  by  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  or  Caltrans,  as  appropriate. 

Recommendations  to  Improve  Existing  Conditions 

Adjusting  the  signal  timing  at  Van  Ness/Hayes  Street  to  increase  the  time  allocated  to  the 
northbound  left-turn  phase  would  improve  the  operation  at  this  intersection  as  well  as  the  inter- 
section of  Van  Ness/Market.  An  increase  of  between  2-5  seconds  in  the  northbound  left-turn 
phase  (by  reducing  the  time  allocated  to  the  southbound  through  phase)  would  significantly 
reduce  the  queue  at  the  northbound  left-turn  movement  without  adversely  impacting  the  other 
movements  at  this  intersection.  Because  this  condition  is  an  existing  traffic  service  deficiency, 
this  measure  cannot  be  required  as  project  mitigation.    However,  it  would  help  reduce  an 


2    Screenline  is  a  location  for  estimating  commuters.  Screenlines  are  distances  away  from  commuting  destination 
and  look  like  concentric  circles  on  a  map. 
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existing  traffic  problem.  Since  Van  Ness  Avenue  is  State  Highway  101  at  this  point,  this  would 
require  coordination  with  and  approval  of  Caltrans. 


Table  4.12-9 

Cumulative  Outbound  Transit  Demand  and  Capacity  at  Screenlines  Year  2010 
New  Federal  Building  EIS/EIR  -  San  Francisco 


Screenline 

Transit  Operator 

Capacity 

Demand 

D/C 

LOS 

PM  Peak  Hour 

Northeast 

MUNI 

7,000 

8,900 

1.27 

E 

Northwest 

MUNI 

7,700 

10,200 

1.32 

E 

Southwest 

MUNI 

13,200 

13,900 

1.05 

D 

Southeast 

MUNI 

3,050 

3,800 

1.25 

D 

Golden  Gate 

North  Bay 

►  Bus 

7,200 

7,350 

1.02 

D 

►  Ferry 

1,900 

1,450 

0.76 

C 

East  Bay 

AC  Transit 

9,700 

12,400 

1.28 

E 

BART 

18,000 

27,700 

1.54 

F 

BART 

9,000 

7,900 

0.88 

C 

South  Bay 

Caltrain 

4,600 

2,800 

0.61 

B 

SamTrans 

3,700 

2,350 

0.64 

B 

PM  Peak  Period 

Northeast 

MUNI 

12,100 

16,050 

1.33 

E 

Northwest 

MUNI 

13,300 

15,950 

1.20 

D 

Southwest 

MUNI 

22,700 

24,400 

1.07 

D 

Southeast 

MUNI 

5,200 

6,500 

1.25 

D 

Golden  Gate 

North  Bay 

►  Bus 

11,100 

10,850 

0.98 

C 

►  Ferry 

3,200 

2,000 

0.63 

B 

East  Bay 

AC  Transit 

14,700 

18,400 

1.25 

D 

BART 

30,900 

47,700 

1.54 

F 

BART 

18,000 

13,300 

0.74 

B 

South  Bay 

Caltrain 

6,900 

4,300 

0.62 

B 

SamTrans 

5,100 

2,800 

0.55 

B 

D/C  Demand/Capacity 

Source:   Table  VI.E.20,  Mission  Bay  EIR 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April,  1994. 


General  Design  Recommendations 

The  following  is  a  list  of  general  recommendations  that  are  applicable  to  all  projects  in  the 
downtown  area.  They  are  not  mitigation  for  project-specific  impacts.  Measures  that  would 
serve  to  decrease  vehicle  trip-ends  and  encourage  alternate  transportation  modes  are  as  follows: 

•  Provide  interior  bicycle  parking  for  employees  and  visitors  in  the  interior  employee  garage. 
This  parking  area  should  be  monitored  unless  access  to  the  garage  is  secure.  Alternatively, 
allow  building  access  for  bicycles  so  bike  commuters  can  park  bikes  within  their  specific 
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work  areas.  Interior  bicycle  parking  can  be  facilitated  by  providing  bicycle  parking  that 
hangs  from  the  ceiling  so  that  valuable  floor  space  is  preserved. 

•  The  number  of  bicycle  spaces  provided  should  be  between  two  and  five  percent  of  the 
projected  number  of  employees.  With  a  maximum  building  population  of  3,000  employees, 
this  would  be  between  60  and  150  spaces.  One  approach  would  be  to  initially  provide  60 
spaces  and  to  retain  the  option  of  providing  more  spaces  as  demand  indicates. 

•  The  existing  bicycle  rack  on  Market  Street  in  front  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  site,  should  be 
replaced  with  an  improved  design  such  as  the  Crank  Case  racks  currently  being  used  at  75 
Hawthorne  Street  (where  the  EPA  is  located). 

Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  Mitigation 

To  improve  delivery  and  freight  impacts,  nine  off-street  spaces  should  be  provided  for  truck 
deliveries  to  the  project  site.  SF  Planning  Code  requires  spaces  to  be  35  feet  long  by  12  feet 
wide  by  14  feet  high  except  first  space  which  can  be  25  X  10  X  12  feet.  Given  the  expected 
truck  types  to  be  onsite  at  once,  three  spaces  with  the  former  dimensions  and  six  spaces  with 
the  latter  dimensions  are  recommended.  Although  the  remaining  construction  traffic  and 
circulation  impacts  after  the  project  is  completed  were  considered  less  than  significant,  it  is 
recommended  that  the  following  measures  be  implemented. 

•  Construction.  Construction  truck  movements  should  be  limited  to  9:00  a.m.  to  3:30  p.m. 
Unloading  of  equipment  should  be  prohibited  during  the  peak  hours  of  7:30  a.m.  to  9:00 
a.m.  and  3:30  p.m.  to  6:00  p.m.  If  lane  closures  are  anticipated,  the  project  sponsor  should 
coordinate  with  relevant  city  agencies  and  with  construction  contractors  for  any  nearby 
projects  whose  construction  phasing  would  be  concurrent  with  the  proposed  project. 
Materials  storage  should  be  maximized  onsite,  so  as  to  limit  the  number  of  deliveries  to  the 
site.  Truck  access  to  the  site  should  be  provided  from  Tenth  Street  to  minimize  impacts  on 
Market  and  Mission  Streets.  To  mitigate  pedestrian  impacts  during  construction,  continuous 
pedestrian  walkways  should  be  maintained  if  any  sidewalks  are  encroached  upon  or  closed 
during  construction. 

•  Operation.  Safety  impacts  could  be  reduced  by  placing  warning  devices  at  garage 
driveway(s)  including  lighted  signs  and  noise-emitting  devices  to  alert  pedestrians  that 
vehicles  are  exiting  the  facility.  In  addition,  any  proposed  paving,  landscaping  or  street 
furniture  placed  in  the  sidewalk  area  should  minimize  interference  with  pedestrian  traffic. 

•  To  improve  traffic  conditions  by  facilitating  the  use  of  alternative  modes,  the  following 
should  be  considered: 

a)  Provide  transportation  brokerage  services  to  coordinate  a  transportation  management 
program  or  participate  in  a  network  of  transportation  brokers. 

San  Francisco  Federal  Building  4 .  1 2  "  1 7  Final  EIS/EIR 


I  \W1M997V9J-UI2W4.I2 


4.12  Transportation  and  Circulation 


b)  Develop  an  in-house  transportation  demand  management  program  including  designation 
of  a  transportation  services  manager  to  help  employees  with  alternative  mode  choices. 

B.       Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

1 .  Short-term 

Impacts  would  be  similar  to  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative.  Construction  activity  should  be 
concentrated  on  Seventh  Street  rather  than  Mission  Street. 

2.  Long-term  (Existing  plus  Project) 

|  Traffic.  Traffic-Trip  generation  characteristics  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  site  were 
assumed  to  be  identical  to  those  described  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  site.  Access  to  the  Seventh 
and  Mission  alternative  site  was  assumed  to  be  from  Seventh  Street.  The  addition  of  project 
traffic  would  not  change  any  of  the  existing  Levels  of  Service.  The  two  intersections  of  Mission 
and  8th  Streets  and  Mission  and  Sixth  Streets  would  remain  at  LOS  E  and  the  other  four 
intersections  would  operate  at  acceptable  levels  of  service,  LOS  C  or  better.  The  existing  and 
existing  plus  project  intersection  levels-of-service  at  PM  peak  hours  are  shown  on  Table  4. 12-10. 
The  existing  plus  project  traffic  volumes  are  depicted  in  Figure  F-8  in  Appendix  F. 

|  The  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  would  include  the  closure  of  Jessie  Street,  a  surface  street 

|  that  is  utilized  to  access  several  parking  areas  located  on  the  project  site.  With  the  closure  of 

|  Jessie  Street,  these  parking  areas  would  continue  to  have  ingress  and  egress  access  points  off 

|  Stevenson  and  Mission  Streets.  In  addition,  because  Jessie  Street  is  not  a  through  street,  the 

|  overall  impact  of  closing  this  street  from  a  traffic  operation  standpoint  is  considered  to  be  less 

|  than  significant. 

|  At  the  time  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  prepared,  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  Building  across  the 

|  street  from  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  was  temporarily  closed  for  renovation.  The  building 

|  reopened  in  October  of  1996,  after  the  DEIS/DEIR  was  issued.  The  reopening  of  the  building 

j  will  not  affect  the  analysis  of  traffic  impacts  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative.  The 

J  building  is  no  longer  used  as  a  post  office  but  is  used  only  by  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court  of 

|  Appeals.   Non-employee  visitors  to  the  building  will  therefore  be  minimal.  There  are  231 

|  employees  currently  working  in  the  building.  Based  on  the  methodology  and  assumptions  used 

!  for  the  traffic  analysis  in  this  EIS/EIR,  Wilbur  Smith  Associates  have  estimated  that  these 

|  employees  would  generate  approximately  14  outbound  and  2  inbound  PM  peak  hour  person-trips. 

!  The  14  outbound  trips  would  increase  the  V/C  ratio  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  intersection  by 

J  one  percent  and  would  not  change  its  level  of  service.  The  trips  would  not  have  a  measurable 

!  impact  on  any  other  intersection.  In  addition,  construction  workers  present  on  the  site  during 

|  renovation  are  estimated  to  have  accounted  for  between  10  and  30  outbound  PM  peak  person- 

|  trips  that  were  counted  in  the  Seventh  and  Mission  traffic  study,  which  would  offset  or  exceed 
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court  employee  trips.  Therefore,  the  reopening  of  the  court  building  would  have  no  noticeable 
effect  on  projected  traffic  levels  and  is  considered  less  than  significant. 

Transit.  Transit  impacts  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  would  be  approximately  the 
same  as  those  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative. 

Parking.  There  is  sufficient  parking  capacity  (1019  spaces)  at  off  street  lots  within  two  blocks 
of  the  project  to  accommodate  the  parking  deficiency,  even  if  no  onsitc  parking  were  provided 
for  employees.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  to  encourage  the  use  of  alternative 
modes.  Thus  even  a  parking  deficiency  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  impact. 

Parking.  The  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  would  generate  approximately  the  same  demand 
for  off-site  parking  as  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative  (between  178  and  339  spaces  daily). 
The  parking  study  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  indicates  that  there  is  sufficient  off- 
site  parking  capacity  (1,012  vacant  spaces)  within  two  blocks  of  the  site  to  easily  accommodate 
this  demand. 

Off-site  parking  capacity  may  be  reduced  by  the  displacement  of  existing  on-site  parking  spaces. 
No  parking  is  permitted  on  the  affected  segment  of  Jessie  Street,  but  a  425-space  parking  lot  is 
currently  operating  on  the  site.  Although  a  site  plan  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  has 
not  yet  been  developed,  the  project  would  most  likely  require  the  closure  of  at  least  some 
portion,  if  not  all,  of  that  lot.  However,  even  assuming  closure  of  the  entire  lot,  existing 
parking  capacity  would  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  both  the  displacement  of  current  users  and 
project-related  parking  demand.  Therefore,  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  would  not 
significantly  impact  parking. 

In  addition,  a  parking  deficiency  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  environmental  impact. 
Both  the  federal  government  (through  Executive  Order  12191)  and  the  City  of  San  Francisco 
have  existing  policies  that  promote  the  use  of  alternative  modes  of  transportation  to  conserve 
petroleum,  reduce  noise  and  congestion,  and  improve  air  quality,  all  of  which  would  benefit  the 
environment.  Limiting  the  amount  of  available  parking  within  an  urban  downtown  area  is 
considered  an  appropriate  way  to  achieve  this  goal  and  would  not  give  rise  to  an  adverse 
environmental  impact. 

Bicycles /Pedestrians.  Pedestrian  circulation  is  expected  to  be  heavy  on  Mission  Street,  as  many 
transit  patrons  will  come  from  the  Mission  Street  corridor  and  on  Seventh  Street  as  many  transit 
patrons  will  also  use  Market  Street  transit  lines  such  as  BART  and  MUNI  Metro.  Well  designed 
and  lighted  entrances  should  be  provided  on  both  these  streets.  The  non  site-specific 
recommendations  for  the  Tenth/Market  alternative  also  apply  to  this  alternative. 
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Table  4.12-10 

Existing  and  Existing  +  Project  Intersection  Levels  of  Service  -  PM  Peak  Hour 

Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  Site 
New  Federal  Building  EIS/EIR  -  San  Francisco 


Intersection 

Existing 

Existing  +  Project 

North-South  Street 

East-West  Street 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

8 

Eighth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.94 

E 

0.94 

E 

9 

Seventh  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.74 

C 

0.74 

C 

10 

Sixth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.92 

E 

0.93 

E 

11 

Taylor  St./Sixth  Street 

Market  Street/Golden  Gate  Avenue 

0.56 

A 

0.56 

A 

12 

Seventh  Strecty North  Seventh  Street 

Market  Street 

0.56 

A 

0.56 

A 

13 

Eighth  Street/Hyde  Street 

Market  Street/Grove  Street 

0.58 

A 

0.59 

A 

Analysis  assumes  PM  peak  period  and  configuration,  i.e.  curbside  lane  as  diamond  lane  for  buses  and  right-turns  only. 
The  diamond  lane  configuration  reduces  the  capacity  of  these  intersections.  Thus,  the  volume-to-capacity  (V/C)  ratios  at 
these  intersections  can  be  considered  worst  case,  as  not  all  vehicles  comply  with  the  diamond  lane  designation. 


Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April  1994 

3.  Cumulative 

Year  2010  volumes  were  developed  using  the  same  methodology  as  for  the  Tenth  and  Market 
site.  Year  2010  scenario  results  are  depicted  in  Table  4. 12-11.  In  the  2010  Base  Case  scenario, 
two  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  F  compared  to  LOS  E  under  Existing  Conditions. 

•  Mission/Eighth 

•  Mission/Sixth 

One  intersection  would  operate  at  LOS  D  compared  to  LOS  C  under  Existing  Conditions. 

•  Mission/Seventh  Street 

The  three  Market  Street  intersections  would  operate  at  LOS  B  compared  to  LOS  A  under 
Existing  Conditions.  With  the  addition  of  State  Building  traffic,  none  of  the  intersection  Levels 
of  Service  would  change.  When  project  traffic  is  added  to  2010  Base  Case  plus  State  Building 
traffic,  again,  none  of  the  intersections'  levels  of  service  would  change. 

These  future  traffic  volumes  are  presented  in  Figure  F-9  in  Appendix  F.  Thus,  the  project  at 
the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  site  would  not  have  any  significant  traffic  impacts. 
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Table  4.12-11 

Year  2010  Intersection  Levels  of  Service  -  PM  Peak  Hour 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 
New  Federal  Building  EIS/EIR  -  San  Francisco 


Intersection 

Base  Case 

Base  Case  +  State 
Building 

Base  Case  +  State 
Building  +  Project 

North-South  Street 

East-West  Street 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

8 

Eighth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

1.09 

F 

1.10 

F 

1.11 

F 

9 

Seventh  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.84 

D 

0.84 

D 

0.84 

D 

10 

Sixth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

1.11 

F 

1.11 

F 

1.11 

F 

11 

Taylor  St./Sixth  St. 

Market  St./Golden 
Gate  Avenue 

0.63 

B 

0.64 

B 

0.64 

B 

12 

Seventh  St./North 
Seventh  St. 

Market  Street 

0.62 

B 

0.62 

B 

0.63 

B 

13 

Eighth  Street/Hyde 
Street 

Market  St./Grove  St. 

0.65 

B 

0.67 

B 

0.68 

B 

Analysis  assumes  PM  peak  period  and  configuration,  i.e.  curb  side  lane  as  diamond  lane  for  buses  and  right-turns  only. 
The  diamond  lane  configuration  reduces  the  capacity  of  these  intersections.  Thus,  the  volume-to-capacity  (V/C)  ratios  at 
these  intersection  can  be  considered  worst  case,  as  not  all  vehicles  comply  with  the  diamond  lane  designation. 


Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April  1994 


4.    Recommended  Measures 

Although  no  significant  impacts  have  been  identified,  implementation  of  the  recommended 
improvement  measures  recommended  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  reduce  the 
impacts  of  this  alternative. 

C.      Purchase  Alternative 

1.  Short-term 

Under  this  alternative,  short-term  impacts  would  be  limited  to  activities  associated  with  the 
renovation  of  an  existing  building  for  use  by  federal  agencies  and  the  moving  of  furniture, 
records,  and  supplies.  Traffic  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

2.  Long-Term 

The  purchase  of  an  existing  building  would  replace  current  occupants  with  Federal  employees. 
The  impacts  associated  with  this  change  would,  in  all  likelihood,  be  similar  to  the  conditions  as 
they  existed  prior  to  the  federal  purchase.  Impacts  at  any  given  building  will  be  different  than 
those  of  another  building.  However,  the  replacement  of  current  occupants  with  Federal  workers 
should  not  change  the  net  impacts  to  the  area.  Therefore,  there  should  be  no  significant  long- 
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term  impacts  with  the  purchase  of  a  building  by  the  Federal  government.  Federal  agencies 
would  be  housed  in  office  space  in  a  location  somewhere  in  the  Central  Business  District  or  near 
the  Civic  Center. 

3.  Cumulative 

Cumulative  impacts  would  be  similar  to  those  experienced  under  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  No  significant  cumulative  impacts  would  result  from  this  alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Mitigation  and  improvement  measures  recommended  under  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
also  apply  to  the  purchase  alternative  also  apply  to  the  purchase  alternative. 

D.      Lease  Alternative 

1 .  Short-term 

Under  this  alternative,  short-term  impacts  would  be  limited  to  activities  associated  with  the 
renovation  of  one  or  more  lease  spaces  for  use  by  federal  agencies  and  the  moving  of  furniture, 
records,  and  supplies.  Because  there  would  be  no  change  in  the  traffic  conditions  at  an  existing 
building,  all  traffic  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impacts  associated  with  the  lease  alternative  would  probably  be  less  than  the  construction  of  a 
new  federal  building  depending  upon  the  location(s).  Federal  agencies  would  be  distributed  in 
office  spaces  around  the  Central  Business  District  or  near  the  Civic  Center.  It  is  assumed  that 
federal  employees  would  be  replacing  other  employees  in  the  leased  space.  Impacts  associated 
with  this  alternative  would  be  less  than  significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

Cumulative  impacts  would  be  less  than  those  experienced  under  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  No  significant  cumulative  impacts  would  result  from  this  alternative. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Because  there  are  no  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  this 
alternative,  no  mitigation  measures  are  recommended. 
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E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Because  no  construction  of  a  new  building  would  be  undertaken,  implementation  would  not 
result  in  any  short-term  or  long-term  traffic  and  circulation  impacts. 

CLARIFICATION:  Section  4.12  Traffic  and  Circulation 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  this  project  was  prepared  and  circulated  for  public  review  from  April  1 1 , 
1996  to  June  6,  1996.  Since  the  preparation  and  circulation  of  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  this 
project,  the  City  of  San  Francisco  has  been  in  the  process  of  preparing  and  releasing  a  Draft  EIR 
for  the  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment  (SOM  plan).  Both  of  the  traffic 
studies  prepared  for  these  environmental  review  documents  analyzed  several  common 
intersections,  but  in  some  cases  used  a  different  set  of  assumptions.  By  utilizing  different 
assumptions,  conflicting  level  of  service  (LOS)  for  study  intersections  resulted.  In  particular, 
the  LOS  presented  for  the  Sixth  and  Mission  Streets  within  this  EIS  indicates  that  the  intersection 
is  operating  at  an  existing  LOS  of  E  and  that  the  projected  LOS  for  the  year  2010  is  F.  The 
SOM  plan  described  the  LOS  at  this  intersection  as  A  and  projects  a  LOS  of  D  in  the  year  2010. 
The  primary  differences  between  the  two  analyses  included  the  following: 

•  Each  of  the  traffic  reports  used  a  different  traffic  count  (i.e.,  taken  at  different  times). 
The  GSA  traffic  study  utilized  a  traffic  count  which  reported  a  higher  average  number 
of  daily  trips  than  the  counts  used  in  the  SOM  study. 

•  •  Each  report  treated  the  diamond  lanes  differently.  These  are  special  traffic  lanes 
reserved  for  the  use  of  buses.  Automobiles  are  only  allowed  in  the  diamond  lanes  to 
make  right  hand  turns.  However,  this  restriction  is  commonly  ignored  by  motorists. 
As  a  consequence,  traffic  flows  more  freely.  The  SOM  traffic  study  acknowledges  this 
reality  and  has  a  higher  LOS  assigned  to  the  roadway  than  the  GSA  traffic  study. 

Tables  1,  2,  3,  and  4  below  illustrate  the  different  results  that  were  obtained  when  the  GSA 
traffic  study  modeling  was  re-run  changing  only  the  single  assumption  regarding  the  use  of  the 
diamond  lane.  As  the  tables  show,  using  this  assumption  raises  the  level  of  service  fairly 
uniformly,  and  brings  the  results  more  in  line  with  those  obtained  in  the  SOM  study.  If  the 
lower  volumes  used  in  the  SOM  study  were  used  for  the  GSA  model,  the  results  would  be  even 
closer.  Thus,  if  we  were  to  make  the  assumption  made  in  the  SOM  study,  that  besides  busses 
and  those  making  right  turns  there  is  also  through  travel  in  the  diamond  lanes,  both  studies 
would  then  show  the  Sixth  and  Mission  Street  intersection  functioning  at  an  acceptable  level  for 
present  and  future  conditions.  These  data  indicate  that  traffic  impacts  would  be  less  severe  than 
projected  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  and  do  not  change  the  fundamental  conclusions  of  the  EIS/EIR 
regarding  the  significance  of  the  project  impacts  to  traffic  and  circulation. 
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As  described  in  the  footnote  to  tables  4.12-5,  4.12-8,  4.12-10,  and  4.12-11,  the  GSA  EIS/EIR 
uses  very  conservative  assumptions  and  "Thus  these  intersections  can  be  considered  worst  case, 
as  not  all  vehicles  comply  with  the  diamond  lane  configuration." 

For  the  two  other  intersections  studied  in  common,  the  intersections  of  Market  and  Sixth  and 
Market  and  Seventh,  modeling  was  not  rerun  because  the  SOM  and  GSA  studies  produced 
similar  results.  The  two  studies  both  showed  LOS  A  for  existing  conditions,  for  each 
intersection.  For  cumulative  impacts,  SOM  showed  LOS  A  and  GSA  showed  LOS  B  for  each 
intersection.  Thus,  the  results  were  quite  similar. 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

Table  1.  Existing  Plus  Project  Intersection  Levels-of-Service 
PM  Peak  Hour  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 
New  Federal  Building  EIS/EIR  -  San  Francisco 


Intersection 

Existing 

Existing  Plus  Project 

North-South  Street           East-West  Street 

V/C  LOS 

V/C        |  LOS 

GSA  Study  —  Diamond  Lanes  Observed 

Tenth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.88 

D 

0.89 

D 

Ninth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.86 

D 

0.86 

D 

GSA  Study  —  Diamond  Lanes  Ignored 

Tenth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.71 

C 

0.73 

C 

Ninth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.70 

B 

0.71 

C 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April  1994  and  July  1996 

Table  2.  Year  2010  Intersection  Levels-of-Service 
PM  Peak  Hour  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 


2616 

2616 

2010 

Intersection 

Base  Case 

Base  Case  + 

Base  Case  + 

State  Building 

State  Building 
+  Project 

North-South  Street 

East-West  Street 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

GSA  Study  —  Diamond  Lanes  Observed 

Tenth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.96 

E 

0.96 

E 

0.99 

E 

Ninth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.92 

E 

0.92 

E 

0.92 

E 

GSA  Study  —  Diamond  Lanes  Ignored 

Tenth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.81 

D 

0.81 

D 

0.83 

D 

Ninth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.80 

C 

0.80 

C 

0.80 

C 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April  1994  and  July  1996 
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B. 


Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 


Table  3.  Existing  and  Existing  +  Project  Intersection  Levels  of  Service 
PM  Peak  Hour  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  Site 
New  Federal  Building  EIS/EIR  -  San  Francisco 


Intersection 

Existing 

Existing  +  Project 

North-South  Street 

East-West  Street 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

GSA  Study  -  Diamond  Lanes  Observed 

Eighth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.94 

E 

0.94 

E 

Seventh  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.74 

C 

0.74 

C 

Sixth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

6.91 

E 

0.93 

E 

GSA  Study  —  Diamond  Lanes  Ignored 

Eighth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.71 

C 

0.71 

c 

Seventh  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.66 

B 

0.66 

B 

Sixth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.79 

C 

0.79 

c 

Source:  Wilbur  Smith  Associates,  April  1994  and  July  1996 


Table  4.  Year  2010  Intersection  Levels  of  Service 
PM  Peak  Hour  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 
New  Federal  Building  EIS/EIR  -  San  Francisco 


Intersection 

Base  Case 

Base  Case  +  State 

Base  Case  4-  State 

Building 

Building  +  Project 

North-South  Street 

East- West  Street 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

V/C 

LOS 

GSA  Study  —  Diamond  Lanes  Observed 

Eighth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

1.09 

F 

1.10 

F 

1.11 

F 

Seventh  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.84 

D 

0.84 

D 

0.84 

D 

Sixth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

1. 11 

F 

1. 11 

F 

1.11 

F 

GSA  Study  —  Diamond  Lanes  Ignored 

Eighth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.81 

D 

0.82 

1   D 

0.82 

D 

Seventh  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.75 

C 

0.75 

C 

0.75 

C 

Sixth  Street 

Mission  Street* 

0.89 

D 

0.89 

D 

0.89 

D 

Ju  y 
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4.13  HAZARDOUS  SUBSTANCES 


4.13.1  Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

An  impact  is  considered  significant  if  one  or  more  of  the  following  conditions  would  result  from 
implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  or  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative: 

A  substantial  risk  of: 

•  unacceptable  human  exposure  to  hazardous  materials  based  on  applied  regulatory 
standards;  or 

•  unacceptable  environmental  degradation  based  on  federal,  state  and  local 
thresholds  and  maximum  contaminant  levels; 

Due  to  either  of  the  following:  ' 

•  construction  excavation  and/or  demolition  activities  on  the  site;  or 

•  use  of  the  site  for  a  new  federal  office  building. 

4.13.2  Impact  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.13  (A)-l  Construction  would  require  the  demolition  of  existing  structures 

which  could  possibly  contain  asbestos  materials,  thereby 
potentially  exposing  construction  workers  and  the  public  to 
associated  hazards.  This  is  considered  to  be  a  significant  but 
mitigable  impact.  [SM] 

The  demolition  of  older  buildings  could  expose  construction  workers  and  the  public  to 
carcinogenic  asbestos  fibers.  Asbestos  can  be  present  in  a  variety  of  forms  in  structures.  In 
some  cases,  the  asbestos  is  considered  "friable",  meaning  that  it  can  become  airborne  and  could 
potentially  be  inhaled.  Loose  insulation,  ceiling  panels  and  brittle  plaster  could  be  sources  of 
friable  asbestos.  Non-friable  asbestos  is  generally  bound  to  other  materials  such  that  it  does  not 
become  airborne  under  normal  conditions.  In  most  cases,  asbestos  is  encapsulated  in  another 
material.  However,  any  activity  that  involves  manipulation  of  these  materials  (i.e.,  cutting, 
grinding  or  drilling)  could  release  hazardous  airborne  asbestos  fibers. 
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Impact  4.13  (A)-2  Construction  would  require  the  demolition  of  existing  structures 

which  could  possibly  contain  lead  pipes  or  lead-based  paint. 
Such  a  condition  would  require  remediation.  This  impact  is 
considered  significant  but  mitigable.  [SM] 

The  demolition  of  older  buildings  could  expose  construction  workers  and  the  public  to 
concentrations  of  lead  in  excess  of  established  standards.  Lead  is  toxic  and  can  cause 
neurological  damage.  This  is  considered  to  be  a  significant  impact.  Lead  has  often  been  used 
in  manufacturing  of  metal  pipes,  fittings,  and  paint.  Ingestion  is  the  primary  mode  of  transport 
into  a  person's  system,  however,  lead  could  also  be  inhaled  during  cutting,  sanding,  or 
dismantling  of  lead  or  brass  (which  contains  lead)  pipes  or  objects  covered  with  lead-based  paint. 

Impact  4.13  (A)-3  Current  on-site  uses  have  resulted  in  on-site  storage  of  poten- 

tially hazardous  substances.  If  not  properly  handled  and 
disposed  of,  these  could  have  an  adverse  impact.  This  impact 
is  considered  potentially  significant  but  mitigable.  [SM] 

Impact  4.13  (A)-4  The  Phase  I  report  identified  potential  soil  and  ground  water 

contamination  onsite  and  the  potential  for  contamination  from 
offsite  sources.  If  not  handled,  removed  from  the  site  or 
remediated  on  site,  or  disposed  of  properly,  there  could  be 
adverse  impacts  from  exposure  of  construction  workers  and  the 
public  to  contaminated  materials.  This  impact  is  considered 
potentially  significant  but  mitigable.  [SM] 

2.  Long-Term 

Operation  of  the  building  will  not  lead  to  unacceptable  human  exposure  to  hazardous  materials 
or  unacceptable  environmental  degradation.  Contemplated  uses  of  the  building  do  not  involve 
significant  use  of  hazardous  substances. 

3.  Cumulative 

Hazardous  substances  are  handled  on  a  project-by-project  basis.  Therefore,  a  discussion  of 
cumulative  impacts  is  not  applicable. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Implementation  of  the  following  mitigation  measures  would  reduce  short-term  impacts  to  less 
than  significant. 
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If  asbestos  fibers  are  suspected  or  identified  in  existing  building  materials, 
sampling  should  be  performed  prior  to  any  demolition  activities  to 
determine  whether  or  not  they  are  present. 

If  asbestos  containing  materials  are  identified,  demolition  activities 
affecting  the  asbestos  containing  materials  should  be  conducted  by  a 
licensed  asbestos  abatement  contractor  with  properly  trained  personnel,  in 
accordance  with  all  applicable  state,  federal  and  local  regulations. 

If  lead-based  materials  are  suspected  or  identified  in  existing  building 
materials,  sampling  should  be  performed  prior  to  any  demolition  activities 
to  determine  whether  or  not  they  are  present. 

If  lead-based  materials  are  identified,  demolition  activities  affecting  the 
lead  containing  materials  should  be  conducted  by  a  qualified  contractor 
with  properly  trained  personnel,  to  ensure  that  lead  concentrations  are  not 
elevated  in  on-site  soils.  Possible  measures  include  dust  control, 
encapsulation  of  paint  surfaces  prior  to  demolition,  and  removal  of 
affected  soils  after  demolition. 

4.13  (A)-3  Any  potentially  hazardous  substances  stored  on-site  such  as  are  now  stored  in 
seven  55-gallon  drums  and  five  additional  drums  should  be  handled,  removed  and 
disposed  of  in  accordance  with  local,  state  and  federal  regulations. 

4.13(A)-4      Soil  samples  should  be  collected  and  analyzed  in  accordance  with  the  rccom 
mcndation3  of  the  Phase  I  report,  as  follows: 

A  Phase  II  Environmental  Assessment  shall  be  prepared.  The  assessment  will 
consider  the  recommendations  that  were  made  in  the  Phase  I  Environmental 
Assessment  regarding  soil  and  groundwater  sampling,  summarized  below  in 
paragraphs  a  through  e.  The  precise  number  and  location  of  samples  will  be 
determined  as  part  of  a  sampling  plan,  which  will  be  initially  based  upon 
indicators  of  current  or  past  uses  of  hazardous  materials  and  will  be  modified  as 
necessary  during  the  characterization  process  in  response  to  information 
developed  from  sampling  results.  Sampling  for  lead  will  be  included  in  the  plan. 
Paragraphs  f  through  h  below  set  forth  requirements  in  the  event  soil  and 
groundwater  contamination  is  present,  to  reduce  the  potential  for  impact  to  below 
the  regulatory  action  level  through  the  implementation  of  a  soil  and  groundwater 
remediation  program.  If  remediation  is  required,  the  final  report  will  provide 
response  options  and  detail  the  associated  costs  of  each  option,  or  offer 
recommendations  for  further  testing  prior  to  developing  such  options. 


4.13(A)-1  a) 

b) 

4.13(A)-2  a) 
b) 
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a)  A  total  of  six  sampling  locations  are  proposed  to  characterize  subsurface 
conditions  on  the  site  (see  Figure  12  and  Table  4  in  Phase  I  report).  The 
sampling  locations  are  proposed  to  evaluate  potential  releases  from  current 
or  past  sources  of  hazardous  materials  (including  the  potential  for  lead  in 
the  soil),  and  to  determine  the  quality  of  fill  for  the  purpose  of  deter- 
mining health  risks  to  construction  workers,  soil  management  options  for 
excavated  soils,  and  remediation  requirements.  The  soil  samples  should 
be  collected  in  accordance  with  State-approved  methods  and  under  the 
supervision  of  a  certified  professional. 

b)  Two  soil  samples  should  be  collected  from  each  soil  boring.  The  samples 
should  be  collected  at  a  depth  of  two  feet  below  ground  surface  and  at  the 
soil/ground  water  interface.  Table  4  in  the  Phase  I  report  presents  the 
recommended  chemical  analyses  for  each  sample.  Upon  receipt  of 
analytical  results,  the  field  activities  should  be  documented  and  the  results 
evaluated  to  determine  either  remedial  actions  or  additional  activities  and 
recommendations  for  disposal  options  for  drummed  soil  cuttings  and 
steam-cleaning  rinsate  should  be  provided. 

c)  Ground  water  samples  should  be  collected  from  the  on-site  monitoring 
wells.  The  samples  should  be  analyzed  for  volatile  and  extractable 
petroleum  hydrocarbons  (EPA  Method  8015M),  volatile  organics  (EPA 
Method  8020),  and  those  additional  compounds  identified  during  the  soil 
sampling  activity,  if  any. 

d)  All  hazardous  materials  on-site  should  be  removed  and  disposed  of  in 
accordance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations. 

e)  Vent  lines  associated  with  the  underground  gasoline  storage  tanks  on  the 
adjacent  site  should  be  relocated  to  an  off-site  location. 

f)  In  the  event  that  soils  or  ground  water  affected  by  chemicals  are  removed 
from  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  should  ensure  that  a  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  is  prepared  and  implemented  for  planned 
hazardous  materials  handling,  removal  and  disposal  activities.  The 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  should  include  a  description  of  any 
additional  sampling  that  would  be  performed  for  further  site  characteriza- 
tion, planned  hazardous  materials  handling  methods,  removal  and  disposal 
procedures.  The  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  would  require 
that  all  hazardous  materials  handling,  removal  and  disposal  be  undertaken 
in  accordance  with  applicable  federal  hazardous  materials  laws  and 
regulations. 
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g)  If  dewatering  were  required  for  construction,  the  project  sponsor  would 
ensure  that  the  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  would  include 
procedures  for  analyzing  ground  water  for  chemicals,  in  accordance  with 
applicable  NPDES  (and  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance,  as 
applicable)  regulations,  if  water  were  to  be  discharged  into  the  City's 
sewer  system.  Disposal  of  ground  water  from  dewatering  activities  would 
be  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  federal  regulations.  The 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  would  be  notified  if  water  quality 
impacts  are  identified,  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations. 

h)  In  the  event  that  soils  affected  by  chemicals  are  to  be  left  in  place  on  the 
project  site,  the  project  sponsor  would  carry  out  any  studies  and  remedia- 
tion in  coordination  with  the  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances 
Control  or  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 

B.        Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 
1.  Short-Term 

Construction  impacts  are  similar  as  those  discussed  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative. 

Impact  4.13(B)-1  If  ground  water  contamination  is  present  beneath  the  site  at  concen- 
trations which  are  known  to  be  present  approximately  500  feet  to  the 
northeast  as  indicated  by  the  Phase  I  report,  excavations  in  excess  of 
15  to  25  feet,  in  association  with  future  development  at  the  site,  will 
require  dewatering  of  contaminated  ground  water.  This  impact  is 
considered  significant  but  mitigable.  [SM] 

A  ground  water  investigation  in  the  Site  vicinity  indicated  that  ground  water  near  the  Site 
(crossgradient)  contained  concentrations  of  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (as  diesel  and  oil).  Three 
volatile  organic  compounds  (PCE,  TCE,  and  cis-l,2-DCE)  were  detected  at  levels  above  the 
Maximum  Contaminant  Level.  As  the  source  of  this  contamination  is  unknown,  it  is  unknown 
whether  ground  water  at  the  Site  may  also  contain  these  contaminants. 

The  study  did  not  ascertain  whether  the  quality  of  ground  water  underlying  the  Site  could  have 
been  affected  by  releases  of  metals,  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  and/or  organic  compounds  at  the 
Site  and  vicinity.  If  SFRA  should  wish  to  ascertain  the  quality  of  ground  water  underlying  the 
Site,  a  ground  water  monitoring  well  could  be  installed  in  the  downgradient  (southeast)  corner 
of  the  Site  and  sampled  for  metals,  petroleum  hydrocarbons,  and  organic  compounds. 
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2. 


Long-Term 


Operation  of  the  building  will  not  lead  to  unacceptable  human  exposure  to  hazardous  materials 
or  unacceptable  environmental  degradation.  Contemplated  uses  of  the  building  do  not  involve 
significant  use  of  hazardous  substances. 


Hazardous  substance  impacts  are  handled  on  a  project-by-project  basis,  therefore,  a  discussion 
of  cumulative  impacts  is  not  applicable. 


Implementation  of  the  following  measure  would  reduce  impacts. 

4.13(B)-!      If  soil  and  ground  water  contamination  is  present,  the  potential  impact  could  be 


reduced  to  less  than  significant  concentration  through  the  implementation  of  a  soil 
and  ground  water  remediation  program.  Depending  on  the  arcal  extent  and  depth 
of  soil  contamination,  the  impacted  soil  could  be  addressed  cither  in  situ  or  by 
excavation  and  treatment/disposal.  Impacted  ground  water  could  be  remediated 
utilizing  in  situ  or  ground  water  extraction  and  aboveground  treatment  tech 
nologics. 

A  Phase  II  Environmental  Assessment  to  characterize  the  site  shall  be  prepared. 
The  precise  number  and  location  of  samples  will  be  determined  as  part  of  a 
sampling  plan,  which  will  be  initially  based  upon  indicators  of  current  or  past 
uses  of  hazardous  materials  and  will  be  modified  as  necessary  during  the 
characterization  process  in  response  to  information  developed  from  sampling 
results.  Sampling  for  lead  will  be  included  in  the  plan.  Below  are  set  forth 
requirements  in  the  event  soil  and  groundwater  contamination  is  present,  to 
reduce  the  potential  for  impact  to  below  the  regulatory  action  level  through  the 
implementation  of  a  soil  and  groundwater  remediation  program.  If  remediation 
is  required,  the  final  report  will  provide  response  options  for  cleanup  and  detail 
the  associated  costs  of  each  option,  or  offer  recommendations  for  further  testing 
prior  to  developing  such  options. 

a)  In  the  event  that  soils  or  ground  water  affected  by  chemicals  are  removed 
from  the  project  site,  the  project  sponsor  should  ensure  that  a  Hazardous 
Materials  Management  Plan  is  prepared  and  implemented  for  planned 
hazardous  materials  handling,  removal  and  disposal  activities.  The 
Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  should  include  a  description  of  any 
additional  sampling  that  would  be  performed  for  further  site  characteriza- 
tion, planned  hazardous  materials  handling  methods,  removal  and  disposal 


3. 


Cumulative 


4. 


Mitigation  Measures 
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procedures.  The  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  would  require 
that  all  hazardous  materials  handling,  removal  and  disposal  be  undertaken 
in  accordance  with  applicable  federal  hazardous  materials  laws  and 
regulations. 

b)  If  dewatering  were  required  for  construction,  the  project  sponsor  would 
ensure  that  the  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  would  include 
procedures  for  analyzing  ground  water  for  chemicals,  in  accordance  with 
applicable  NPDES  (and  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance,  as 
applicable)  regulations,  if  water  were  to  be  discharged  into  the  City's 
sewer  system.  Disposal  of  ground  water  from  dewatering  activities  would 
be  conducted  in  accordance  with  applicable  federal  regulations.  The 
Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  would  be  notified  if  water  quality 
impacts  are  identified,  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations. 

c)  In  the  event  that  soils  affected  by  chemicals  are  to  be  left  in  place  on  the 
project  site,  the  project  sponsor  would  carry  out  any  studies  and  remedia- 
tion in  coordination  with  the  California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances 
Control  or  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

No  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  would  result  from  the  purchase  of  an  existing 
building  for  use  by  federal  agencies,  unless  extensive  remodeling  was  undertaken.  Federal  and 
state  regulations  governing  the  control  of  hazardous  substances  would  mitigate  any  potential 
impacts.    Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

No  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts  would  result  from  the  lease  of  existing  office 
building  space  for  use  by  federal  agencies,  unless  extensive  remodeling  was  undertaken.  Federal 
and  state  regulations  governing  the  control  of  hazardous  substances  would  mitigate  any  potential 
impacts.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Continued  use  of  the  existing  leased  and  federally-owned  space  in  the  San  Francisco  Central 
Business  District  would  not  result  in  any  short-term,  long-term  or  cumulative  impacts. 
Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
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This  section  addresses  modeled  wind  conditions  in  the  vicinity  of  the  alternative  sites.  The 
information  was  taken  from  the  "Pedestrian-Level  Wind-Tunnel  Study  of  the  Proposed  Federal 
Building  Site  in  San  Francisco  California,"  prepared  by  Dr.  Bruce  R.  White  (January,  1995) 
which  is  included  in  Appendix  H. 

4.14.1     Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 
Methodology 

Severe  wind  conditions  are  known  to  exist  in  some  areas  of  San  Francisco  including  the  project 
vicinity.  The  proposed  project  is  a  Federal  Office  Building  and  as  such  is  not  specifically 
subject  to  the  City  Planning  Code  for  wind  impacts.  For  the  purposes  of  this  analysis,  however, 
the  project  was  examined  using  the  criteria  established  for  the  Downtown  Commercial  (C-3) 
Districts  in  one  of  which  the  project  site  is  located.  A  "one  inch  =  50  feet"  scaled  model  of 
the  area  surrounding  the  proposed  building  for  several  blocks  in  all  directions  was  provided  by 
Environmental  Science  Associates  of  San  Francisco.  Wind-tunnel  tests  using  the  model  were 
conducted  for  the  existing  setting  (including  all  approved  development)  and  various  configura- 
tions of  the  project  in  the  existing  setting,  including  a  maximum  building  configuration  on  the 
site.  These  configurations  were  tested  for  both  of  the  alternative  sites.  Following  completion 
of  this  initial  modeling,  several  refined  configurations  were  evaluated  for  both  alternative  sites. 
Because  of  the  severity  of  winds,  including  existing  winds,  encountered  with  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site,  additional  testing  was  conducted  as  described  in  Section  4. 14. 2. A. 

The  test  points  chosen  for  the  wind  tunnel  analysis  are  locations  associated  with  pedestrian 
activities  (sidewalks,  and  doorways)  and  several  are  known  windy  positions  (building  corners, 
doorways  and  open  areas).  Some  points  are  relatively  close  to  one  another.  These  may 
represent  two  sides  of  a  building  corner  or  other  possible  wind  obstruction.  Refer  to  Figures 
4.14-2  and  4.14-4  for  the  location  of  test  points. 

Significance  Thresholds 

Hazardous  winds  under  the  Planning  Code  include  winds  exceeding  the  hazard  criterion  wind 
speed.  Winds  at  or  above  the  hazard  criteria  windspeed  pose  real  safety  risks  for  pedestrians. 

The  City  Planning  Code  Section  148,  Reduction  of  Ground-Level  Wind  Current  in  C-3 
(Downtown  commercial)  Districts,  requires  buildings  to  be  shaped  so  as  not  to  cause  ground- 
level  wind  currents  to  exceed  1 1  mph  in  areas  of  substantial  pedestrian  use,  and  7  mph  in  public 
seating  areas,  more  than  10  percent  (876  hours  per  year)  of  the  time  year  round  between  7  a.m. 
and  6  p.  m.   The  wind  ordinance  is  defined  in  terms  of  equivalent  wind  speed.   This  term 
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denotes  an  average  wind  speed  (mean  velocity),  adjusted  to  include  the  level  of  gustiness  and 
turbulence  (White,  1992). 1 

The  Code  also  requires  that  buildings  not  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  reach  or  exceed  the 
hazard  level  of  26  mph  for  a  single  full  hour  of  the  year,  or  0.011416  percent  of  the  time.  The 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  Section  148  specifically  states  "No  exception 
shall  be  granted  and  no  building  or  addition  shall  be  permitted  that  causes  equivalent  wind 
speeds  to  reach  or  exceed  the  hazard  level  of  26  miles  per  hour  for  a  single  hour  of  the  year. " 
A  discussion  of  the  ordinance  and  methodology  is  contained  in  Appendix  H.  The  7  mph  and 
11  mph  comfort  criteria  are  based  on  wind  speeds  that  are  measured  for  one  minute  and 
averaged.  In  contrast,  the  26  mph  hazard  criteria  is  based  on  winds  that  are  measured  for  one 
hour  and  averaged.  When  stated  for  the  same  averaging  time  basis  as  the  comfort  criteria  winds 
(i.e.,  one  minute  averages),  the  26  mph  hazard  criterion  speed  is  a  one-minute  average  of  36 
mph  (White,  1992).  The  adjusted  value  of  36  mph  equivalent  wind  speed  is  used  in  this  EIR 
to  evaluate  compliance  with  the  hazard  (safety)  criterion. 

As  stated  above,  winds  at  or  above  the  hazard  criterion  wind  speeds  pose  safety  risks  for 
pedestrians.  In  the  wind  study  for  this  EIS/EIR,  as  in  the  Code,  the  percentage  and  number  of 
hours  that  the  hazard  criterion  is  exceeded  is  the  more  important  part  of  the  result.  The 
hazardous  wind  speeds  identified  in  this  section  are  above  the  levels  at  which  pedestrians  would 
be  at  risk  of  upset  and  possible  injury  and  the  number  of  hours  of  exposure  to  such  a  risk  is  the 
most  important  evaluation  factor.  The  comfort  and  hazard  criterion  described  above  were  used 
to  evaluate  impacts  associated  with  several  building  configurations  at  the  two  alternative  sites. 
The  hazard  criterion  provides  the  threshold  of  significance  for  impact  analysis.  Any  increase 
in  wind  speeds  that  would  cause  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  reach  or  exceed  the  hazard  criterion 
for  a  single  hour  of  the  year  was  determined  to  create  a  significant  impact.  The  project  was  also 
considered  to  have  a  significant  impact  if  it  would  cause  a  substantial  increase  in  the  number  of 
persons  regularly  exposed  to  hazardous  wind  conditions. 

4.14.2     Impact  Analysis 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

The  area  around  the  Tenth  and  Market  site  is  known  for  its  windy  conditions.  Initial  testing  of 
two  building  configurations  showed  dramatic  increases  in  hazard  exceedances  at  a  number  of 
locations.  A  number  of  additional  tests  were  performed  using  different  building  configurations 
in  an  attempt  to  find  a  building  shape  that  (at  the  least)  did  not  exacerbate  existing  hazardous 
conditions.  In  all,  four  series  of  wind  tunnel  tests  were  conducted  for  this  site  using  a  number 
of  different  building  configurations.  The  results  of  the  testing  are  discussed  in  Appendix  H. 


1    Because  all  test  locations  for  the  two  alternative  sites  correspond  to  pedestrian  areas  (and  not  sitting  areas)  only 
the  1 1  mph  comfort  criterion  is  discussed. 
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To  avoid  confusion  due  to  the  number  of  configurations  tested,  the  following  outlines  the 
contents  of  each  test  series: 

•  First  series.  Two  building  configurations  developed  by  GSA  were  subjected  to 
wind  tunnel  testing.  The  hazard  criterion  was  exceeded  with  both  in  many  of  the 
tested  locations.  These  configurations  are  referred  to  as  Option  A  and  Option  B. 
Option  A  represents  the  proposed  initial  site  utilization  with  a  315-foot  tall 
structure  occupying  half  the  site  (the  northern  half)  and  fronting  Market  Street. 
Option  B  is  an  alternative  site  utilization  occupying  the  entire  site  with  a  structure 
100  feet  tall  fronting  on  Mission  and  140  feet  tall  fronting  on  Market  Street.  Due 
to  the  number  and  duration  of  hazard  criterion  exceedances,  Options  A  and  B  will 
not  be  further  discussed  in  this  report. 

•  Second  series.  When  the  first  two  configurations  (options  A  and  B)  resulted  in 
considerably  increased  hazardous  conditions,  a  limited  testing  program  (using  a 
single  wind  direction)  was  conducted  on  eleven  additional  configurations  provided 
by  the  architectural  firm  of  Kaplan,  McLaughlin  Diaz  (KMD).  Of  these,  only 
one  configuration,  Option  C,  which  varies  in  height  from  90  feet  to  315  feet  and 
utilizes  the  entire  site,  showed  the  possibility  of  not  increasing  existing  hazardous 
wind  conditions.  Due  to  the  number  and  duration  of  hazard  criterion  exceed- 
ances, the  other  ten  configurations  are  not  discussed  further  in  this  report. 

•  Third  series.  Option  C  was  subjected  to  the  full  wind  tunnel  testing  procedure. 
Option  C  was  found  to  produce  new  hazardous  criterion  exceedances.  Option  C 
is  not  discussed  further  is  this  report. 

•  Fourth  series.  Option  D  (a  fourth  conceptual  design  also  designed  by  KMD), 
with  a  maximum  building  height  of  315  feet,  was  the  last  configuration  tested. 
Option  D  was  unique  amongst  all  other  tested  configuration  in  that  it  resulted  in 
wind  patterns  very  close  to  the  existing  conditions.  Option  D  would  cause  an 
increase  of  one  hour  per  year  in  the  existing  hazard  criterion  exceedance  at 
location  #1  (at  Fox  Plaza)  and  would  reduce  the  existing  exceedance  at  location 
#8  (Tenth  and  Market,  at  the  site)  by  approximately  80  hours.  Overall,  this 
would  be  an  improvement  in  area  wind  conditions.  Option  D,  by  a  considerable 
margin,  had  the  fewest  exceedances  of  all  the  configurations  tested.  Neverthe- 
less, the  site  and  vicinity  would  remain  very  windy. 

In  summary,  all  of  the  building  configurations  studied  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative  site 
resulted  in  wind  conditions  in  violation  of  the  hazard  criterion.  Because  it  would  result  in  the 
fewest  hazard  exceedances,  Option  D  is  the  only  configuration  discussed  further  in  this  report. 
All  tested  options  are  reported  in  Appendix  H,  Wind  Analysis  Methodology /Wind  Tunnel  Study. 
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Thirty-eight  test  locations  were  studied  for  Option  D  for  each  of  the  four  prevailing  wind 
directions:  northwesterly,  west-northwesterly,  westerly,  and  southwesterly  (west-southwesterly 
winds  are  accounted  for  in  the  analysis  of  southwesterly  winds).  These  wind  conditions  are  the 
most  common  in  San  Francisco,  and  are  therefore,  the  most  representative  for  evaluation  of  the 
proposed  building.  All  measurements  were  taken  at  the  same  series  of  surface  points  around  the 
building  site  for  all  wind  directions  included  in  the  testing. 

All  of  the  38  test  locations  correspond  to  sidewalk  and  public  plazas,  which  are  representative 
of  outdoor  pedestrian  areas;  therefore,  the  1 1  mph  comfort  criterion  is  an  appropriate  reference 
point  to  assess  the  general  state  of  the  "wind  environment"  for  the  configuration  tested. 
However,  the  hazard  criteria  is  of  far  greater  concern  in  the  project  area  and  is  the  threshold  of 
significance  for  the  project.  The  comfort  criterion  results  will  be  discussed  first  and  then  the 
hazard  criterion  results  will  be  addressed. 

Throughout  the  following  discussion  the  wind  speeds  reported  refer  to  the  equivalent  wind 
speeds  that  would  be  exceeded  10  percent  of  the  time  for  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion,  and 
one  hour  per  year  when  referring  to  the  hazard  criterion.  Table  4.14-1  uses  the  36  mph  (10 
percent  of  the  time  exceeded)  value  for  the  hazard  criterion. 

Option  D 

A  diagram  of  Option  D  is  shown  in  Figure  4.14-1.  Option  D  was  unique  amongst  all  other 
tested  configurations  in  that  it  resulted  in  wind  patterns  very  close  to  the  existing  conditions. 
Table  4.14-1  summarizes  hazard  criteria  exceedances  for  Option  D.  This  option  would  cause 
an  increase  of  one  hour  per  year  (from  61  to  62  hours)  over  the  existing  hazard  criterion 
exceedance  at  location  #1  at  Fox  Plaza  and  would  reduce  the  existing  exceedance  at  location  #8 
at  the  corner  of  the  site  at  Tenth  and  Market  by  approximately  80  hours  per  year  (from  209  to 
131  hours).  Overall,  as  noted  however,  this  design  would  cause  about  300  hours  of  hazard 
criterion  exceedance  at  the  location  points  measured  compared  to  about  800  hours  at  existing 
conditions,  as  shown  in  Table  4.14-1,  a  reduction  of  exceedance  by  about  500  hours  overall. 
This  would  be  an  improvement  in  area  wind  conditions. 
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Source:  Kaplan  McLaughlin  Oiaz  (Modified  by  Fugro) 
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Table  4.14-1.  Summary  of  One-Hour-Per-Year 
Wind  Speed  and  Hours  Exceeded  for  Existing  and  Option  D 
Tenth  and  Market  (Hazard) 


Existing 
Tested  5/1/94 

SF  Federal  Building  -  Option  D 
Tested  12/22/94 

Test(l) 
Location  No. 

Crit.(2) 

Speed 

HAZ 
Exceed 

Hours 
Exceeded 

Test 
Location  No. 

HAZ 
Exceed 

Hours 
Exceeded 

1 

36 

47 

X 

61 

1 

X 

62 

2 

36 

39 

X 

2  i 

.7 

3 

36 

33 

■2 

3 

0 

4 

36 

29 

0  1 

4 

0 

5 

36 

31 

0 

5 

0 

6 

36 

31 

0 

6 

0 

7 

36 

41 

0 

7 

0 

8 

36 

58 

X 

209 

8 

X 

131 

9 

36 

51 

X 

111 

r\ 

X 

21 

10 

36 

41 

X 

16 

10 

.01 

11 

36 

40 

X 

4 

11 

0 

12 

36 

31 

0 

12 

0 

13 

36 

44 

X 

31 

1 i 
13 

A  1 

.01 

14 

36 

31 

r\ 
U 

14 

A 

0 

15 

36 

32 

(J 

15 

A 

0 

16 

36 

27 

0 

16 

0 

17 

36 

38 

/"V 

0 

1  / 

A 
0 

18 

36 

31 

0 

1  o 

18 

a 

0 

19 

36 

38 

X 

4 

19 

0 

20 

36 

39 

X 

18 

20 

.01 

21 

36 

31 

0 

21 

a 

0 

22 

36 

lo 

0 

22 

A 

0 

23 

36 

34 

.5 

23 

.04 

24 

36 

28 

0 

24 

0 

25 

36 

39 

X 

5 

25 

.8 

26 

36 

50 

X 

198 

26 

X 

66 

27 

36 

35 

7 

27 

0 

28 

36 

26 

0 

28 

0 

29 

36 

23 

0 

29 

0 

30 

36 

48 

X 

64 

30 

X 

2 

31 

36 

41 

X 

22 

31 

X 

4 

32 

36 

25 

0 

32 

0 

33 

36 

47 

X 

53 

33 

X 

13 

42 

36 

N/A  (3) 

N/A 

42 

0 

43 

36 

N/A 

N/A 

43 

0 

44 

36 

N/A 

N/A 

44 

0 

45 

36 

N/A 

N/A 

45 

0 

46 

36 

N/A 

N/A 

46 

0 

(1)  Refer  to  Figure  4.14-2  for  test  point  locations. 

(2)  The  36  mph  is  a  time-adjusted  equivalent  to  the  ordinance's  26  mph  level. 

(3)  These  points  are  located  where  buildings  currently  exist. 
Source:  Bruce  White 
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Comfort  Criterion2.  The  overall  Option  D  wind  environment  would  be  approximately  the  same 
as  the  existing  setting.  In  general,  wind  speeds  around  the  base  of  the  Option  D  building  and 
along  Fell  Street  from  Van  Ness  Street  to  the  Fox  Tower  plaza  would  be  slightly  less  than  the 
existing  case;  specifically,  locations  #1,  #6,  #11,  #14,  #17,  #19,  #20,  #26  and  #33  would 
experience  decreased  wind  speeds  of  3  to  5  mph,  while  other  comparable  locations  would 
experience  changes  of  2  mph  or  less  (see  Figure  4.14-2).  One  location  would  come  into 
compliance  with  the  11  mph  pedestrian-comfort  criterion  (location  #10  at  the  base  of  the  new 
building  on  Tenth  Street  would  have  an  11  mph  wind  speed  as  compared  to  19  mph  in  the 
existing  setting).  There  would  be  a  slight  reduction  in  wind  speeds  on  Fell  and  Tenth  Streets 
and  slight  increases  of  wind  speeds  on  Market  Street  near  Ninth  Street  (locations  #24  and  #25). 
Apparently,  the  position  of  the  Option  D  tower  would  alter  the  wind  flow  between  the  three 
major  structures  (the  AAA  building  on  Fell  Street  at  Van  Ness  Street  and  the  Fox  Plaza  tower 
and  Bank  of  America  Data  Center  building  near  the  project  site)  to  create  the  change  of  wind 
flow  from  Tenth  Street  to  Market  Street.  It  is  noted  that  these  modifications  in  the  wind 
environment  would  be  minor;  the  Option  D  wind  environment  would  not  be  substantially 
improved  and  the  site  vicinity  would  continue  to  be  considered  a  very  windy  area. 

As  compared  to  the  existing  setting,  wind  speeds  would  decrease  at  20  locations,  increase  at 
three  locations  and  remain  the  same  at  ten  locations.  Wind  speeds  around  Option  D*s  sidewalk 
areas  on  Market,  Tenth  and  Mission  Street  would  range  from  a  low  of  eight  mph  (on  Mission 
Street)  to  a  high  of  24  mph  which  would  occur  at  the  Market-Tenth  Streets  intersection.  Wind 
speeds  on  Market  Street  would  range  from  11  to  24  mph.  Overall,  26  of  the  total  38  locations 
included  in  the  wind-tunnel  test  would  experience  wind  speeds  exceeding  the  1 1  mph  pedestrian 
comfort  criterion  as  compared  to  29  mph  existing  conditions. 

Hazard  Criterion.  The  Option  D  design  would  slightly  improve  the  wind  environment  at  the  site 
as  compared  to  the  existing  setting  except  for  the  Fox  Plaza  tower  plaza  area  (location  #1)  which 
would  experience  an  increase  in  the  number  of  hours  of  hazard  exceedance.  It  would  have  62 
hours  of  exceedance  as  compared  to  61  hours  in  the  existing  setting,  worsening  the  hazard 
conditions  at  the  Fox  Tower  plaza  by  one  hour  per  year.  Thus,  the  configuration  results  in  a 
significant  impact  in  that  the  hours  of  the  exceedance  are  increased. 

Overall,  seven  of  the  total  38  measured  locations  would  exceed  the  26  mph  criterion  for  more 
than  one  hour  (average  speed)  per  year  hazard  criterion,  as  compared  to  14  exceedances  in  the 
existing  setting.  This  would  represent  a  net  decrease  of  seven  hazard  exceedance  locations. 
Effectively,  the  Option  D  setting  would  shelter  many  of  the  existing  hazardous  conditions 
location  points  in  the  proximity  of  the  Option  D  building  reducing  them  below  the  hazard 
criterion  (i.e.  locations  #2,  #10,  #11,  #13,  #19,  #20  and  #25). 


2     Data  for  the  comfort  criterion  testing  is  contained  in  Appendix  H. 
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Option  D  would  create  a  total  of  about  300  hours  of  hazard  exceedance  at  the  38  locations 
measured  as  compared  to  a  total  of  about  800  hours  in  the  existing  setting.  This  represents  a 
decrease  of  500  hours  of  hazard  exceedance,  or  a  62  percent  reduction,  as  compared  to  the 
existing  setting.  Substantial  decreases  in  hours  exceeding  the  hazard  criterion  would  be 
registered  at  locations  #8,  #9,  #10,  #13,  #26,  #30,  #31  and  #33. 

1.  Short-Term 

The  project  would  not  result  in  any  short-term  wind  impacts. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.14(A)-1     Seven  of  the  33  measured  locations  for  Option  D  would  experience 

wind  speeds  in  excess  of  26  mph  hazard  criterion  for  more  than  one 
hour  (average  speed)  per  year  compared  to  14  exceedances  with 
existing  conditions.  This  constitutes  an  overall  reduction  of  seven  in 
the  number  of  hazard  exceedances  and  a  reduction  of  500  hours  in 
number  of  hours  the  criterion  is  exceeded  for  the  area.  However,  one 
measured  location  did  show  a  new  increase  of  one  hour  in  the  amount 
of  time  of  exceedance  of  the  hazard  criterion.  For  this  reason,  Option 
D  would  have  a  significant  unavoidable  impact.  [SU] 

Option  D  would  exceed  the  significance  threshold  based  on  the  wind  ordinance  due  to  the  one 
hour  increase  in  the  hours  the  hazardous  criterion  would  be  exceeded  on  the  Fox  Tower  plaza 
(location  #1).  Although  the  increase  at  this  location  (about  one  additional  hour  per  year)  would 
be  relatively  small  compared  to  the  other  exceedances  observed  (e.g.  locations  #8,  #9,  and  #26), 
the  ordinance  states  "no  building  shall  be  permitted  that  causes  equivalent  wind  speeds  to  reach 
or  exceed  the  hazard  level  of  26  miles  per  hour  for  a  single  hour  of  the  year. "  Overall,  as  noted 
however,  this  design  would  cause  about  300  hours  of  hazard  criterion  exceedance  at  the  location 
points  measured  compared  to  about  800  hours  at  existing  conditions,  as  shown  in  Table  4.14-1, 
a  reduction  of  exceedance  by  about  500  hours  overall. 

Impact  4.14(A)-2  Although  this  building  configuration  would  create  an  overall  improve- 
ment in  existing  wind  conditions,  the  project  would  introduce 
approximately  3,000  federal  employees  and  members  of  the  public  to 
hazardous  wind  conditions.  This  is  considered  a  significant  unavoid- 
able impact.  [SU] 

The  project  site  is  characterized  by  wind  conditions  that  are  unusually  severe  compared  to  other 
areas  of  downtown  San  Francisco.  The  project  would  have  the  effect  of  bringing  to  this  site 
nearly  3,000  employees  that  otherwise  would  have  worked  elsewhere.  Additionally,  more 
members  of  the  public  who  are  visiting  federal  offices  would  be  subjected  to  the  windy 
conditions  at  the  site. 
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This  impact  would  be  offset  to  some  degree  by  the  fact  that  the  building  would  reduce  the 
overall  wind  hazards  currently  experienced  by  employees,  residents,  and  others  pedestrians  in 
the  project  vicinity.  Pedestrians  near  the  site  are  currently  subject  to  wind  speeds  in  excess  of 
the  hazard  level  for  about  800  hours  per  year.  With  the  project,  these  individuals  would  be 
subject  to  such  wind  speeds  for  300  hours  per  year,  or  500  fewer  hours  per  year.  However,  300 
hours  of  exceedance  per  year  would  still  regularly  subject  these  individuals  to  hazardous  wind 
conditions.  Therefore,  this  impact  is  considered  significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

The  wind  tunnel  model  included  all  structures  existing  and  approved  (though  not  yet  built)  in  the 
area  for  all  options.  This  is  the  functional  equivalent  of  cumulative  analysis. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Mitigation  measures  to  reduce  wind  impacts  fall  into  two  categories:  building  design 
modifications  and  structural  appurtenances. 

4.14(A)-1  The  first  type  was  incorporated  into  the  selection  of  alternative  massing  for  the 
wind  tunnel  testing.  No  configuration  of  the  designs  tested  eliminated  all 
significant  hazardous  conditions,  but  Option  D  was  found  to  be  a  superior 
alternative. 

4.14(A)-2  Building  appurtenances  should  include  pedestrian  level  wind  blocks  or  dampers 
in  a  vertical  or  horizontal  configuration.  These  measures  should  be  included  into 
the  final  design  of  the  building  to  the  extent  feasible.  Because  many  of  the 
hazardous  locations  are  located  on  or  across  the  street  from  the  site  on  non- 
federal property,  it  may  not  be  feasible  for  the  federal  government  to  implement 
these  measures  at  all  appropriate  locations. 

B.      Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Two  building  massings  were  tested  in  the  wind  tunnel  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative 
site.  They  are  shown  on  Figure  4.14-3.  Both  Options  1  and  2  are  considered  viable 
configurations  and  will  be  discussed  in  this  section.  The  locations  of  the  measurement  points 
and  the  results  of  the  wind-tunnel  study  for  compliance  with  the  wind  hazard  criterion  are 
summarized  in  Table  4.14-2  and  Figure  4.14-4. 
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Table  4.14-2 
Summary  of  One-Hour-Per-Year 
Wind  Speed  and  Hours  Exceeded  for  Existing 
Option  1  and  2,  Seventh  and  Mission  (Hazard) 
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(1)  Refer  to  Figure  4.14-4  for  test  point  locations. 

(2)  The  36  mph  is  a  time-adjusted  equivalent  to  the  ordinance's  26  mph  level. 
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Option  1 

Comfort  Criterion.  The  overall  Option  1  wind  environment  would  be  improved  compared  to  that 
of  the  existing  setting,  with  wind  speeds  decreasing  more  than  2  mph  at  10  measured  locations 
(#9,  #10,  #17-#21,  and  #25-#27),  while  increases  two  locations  (#6  and  #22)  would  cause  new 
comfort-criterion  exceedances.  An  improvement  in  the  wind  environment  would  occur  at  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Streets  intersection.  All  measured  locations  at  the  intersection,  and  to  the 
north  along  Seventh  Street  and  to  the  east  along  Mission  Street,  would  be  reduced.  This  is 
compared  to  the  existing  setting  with  all  locations  (#8-#10,  #18,  #19,  #26  and  #27),  currently 
in  exceedance  of  the  criterion,  coming  into  compliance  in  Option  1.  Wind  speeds  along  Market 
Street  would  remain  effectively  unchanged.  The  courtyard  area  of  the  Option  1  building  would 
experience  wind  speeds  ranging  from  8  to  11  mph,  which  would  be  acceptable  for  pedestrian 
walking,  but  not  for  seating  activities.  (The  San  Francisco  "Wind  Ordinance"  specifies  a  7-mph 
criterion  for  outdoor  seating  activities.) 

Overall,  as  compared  with  the  existing  setting,  wind  speeds  would  decrease  at  15  locations, 
increase  at  five  locations,  and  remain  the  same  at  six  locations.  The  presence  of  the  Option  1 
structure  would  effectively  shelter  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets  intersection  from 
predominantly  prevailing  West  to  Northwest  wind,  while  ground-level  wind  speeds  north  of  the 
structure  (locations  #6,  #7  and  #22)  would  experience  wind  speed  increases. 

Wind  conditions  at  this  location  would  be  substantially  better  than  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  site 
vicinity. 

Hazard  Criterion.  No  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion  would  occur  for  the  locations  tested 
for  the  Option  1  building.  Thus,  Option  1  would  produce  no  significant  wind  impacts. 

Option  2 

Comfort  Criterion*.  The  overall  Option  2  wind  environment  would  be  less  desirable  compared 
to  that  of  the  existing  setting,  with  wind  speeds  increasing  more  than  2  mph  at  four  locations 
(#11,  #14,  #15  and  #22),  while  decreases  would  be  experienced  at  three  locations  (#12,  #16  and 
#23).  Three  new  exceedances  would  occur  (locations  #8,  #22  and  #24),  while  one  location  (#23) 
inside  the  courtyard  area  of  the  Federal  Courthouse  east  of  Seventh  Street  would  come  into 
compliance  of  the  11-mph  comfort  criterion.  Wind  speeds  on  Seventh  Street  near  the  Option 
2  building  would  remain  about  the  same,  within  2  mph,  and  wind  speeds  on  Market  Street  would 
remain  the  same.  Wind  speeds  on  Mission  Street  would  remain  about  the  same,  except  at  the 
southside  intersection  with  Julia  Street,  where  both  sides  of  Mission  Street  would  increase  to  19 


Comfort  criterion  information  is  contained  in  Appendix  H,  page  33. 
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and  21  mph  as  compared  to  15  mph  in  the  existing  setting.  Overall,  22  of  the  27  total  test 
locations  would  experience  wind  speeds  exceeding  the  1 1  mph  pedestrian  comfort  criterion. 

Overall,  as  compared  with  the  existing  setting,  wind  speeds  would  increase  at  11  locations, 
decrease  at  nine  locations  and  remain  the  same  at  seven  locations.  The  presence  of  the  Option 
2  structure  would  place  a  relatively  taller  building  than  the  surrounding  existing  structures  and 
would  create  increases  in  wind  speeds  around  the  southwestern  corner  of  the  structure  thus 
increasing  wind  speeds  on  Mission  Street. 

Hazard  Criterion.  The  presence  of  the  Option  2  building  would  bring  locations  #12  and  #20  into 
compliance  with  the  hazard  criterion;  however,  its  presence  also  would  cause  three  new 
exceedances  to  occur  on  Mission  Street  (location  #14  at  the  southwestern  base  corner  of  the 
Option  2  building)  and  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets  intersection  (locations  #9  and  #10). 
The  exceedances  would  be:  location  #14-3.3  hours;  location  #9-2.6  hours;  and  location  #10  - 
1.9  hours.  Additionally,  location  #18  would  remain  in  exceedance  of  the  hazard  criterion  at 
about  1.2  hours. 

1.  Short-Term 

The  project  would  not  result  in  any  short-term  wind  impacts. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4. 14(B)- 1     No  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion  would  occur  under  Option  1, 

but  four  of  the  27  measured  locations  for  Option  2  would  experience 
wind  speeds  in  excess  of  the  26  mph  hazard  criterion  for  more  than 
one  hour  (average)  speed  per  year  (3  of  which  would  be  new  exceed- 
ances). Although  the  total  number  of  hours  of  exceedances  under 
Option  2  would  be  the  same  as  the  existing  setting,  this  impact  is 
considered  significant.  [SU] 

While  the  hours  of  hazard  criterion  exceedance  would  remain  the  same  under  Option  2  (about 
nine  hours),  the  locations  would  shift,  some  improving,  others  worsening.  Because  the 
alternative  would  cause  some  new  exceedances  of  the  hazard  criterion,  the  impact  is  considered 
significant. 

Impact  4.14(B)-2     The  Option  2  alternative  would  introduce  approximately  3,000  federal 

employees  and  other  members  of  the  public  to  wind  conditions  that 
would  exceed  hazard  criteria  approximately  nine  hours  per  year.  This 
impact  is  considered  less  than  significant  [LS]. 
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Implementation  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  would  have  the  effect  of  bringing  to  this 
site  nearly  3,000  employees  that  otherwise  would  have  worked  elsewhere.  Members  of  the 
public  visiting  federal  offices  would  also  be  subject  to  wind  conditions  at  the  site.  However, 
wind  conditions  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  would  be  far  less  severe  than  at  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site,  which  would  experience  approximately  300  hours  per  year  of  hazard  criteria 
exceedances.  No  hazard  criteria  exceedances  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Site  would  occur  at 
all  under  Option  1 ,  and  would  occur  under  Option  2  for  only  nine  hours  per  year.  Under  neither 
option  would  persons  be  regularly  subject  to  hazardous  wind  conditions.  Therefore,  this  impact 
is  considered  less  than  significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

The  wind  tunnel  model  included  all  structures  existing  and  permitted  (though  not  yet  built)  in 
the  area.  This  is  the  functional  equivalent  of  cumulative  analysis. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

Mitigation  measures  to  reduce  wind  impacts  fall  into  two  categories:  building  design 
modifications  and  structural  appurtenances.  The  following  mitigation  is  recommended  to  reduce 
wind  impacts  to  the  extent  that  is  feasible. 

4.14(B)-1  Building  appurtenances  should  include  pedestrian  level  wind  blocks  or  dampers 
in  a  vertical  or  horizontal  configuration.  These  measures  should  be  incorporated 
into  the  final  design  of  the  building.  Many  of  the  hazardous  locations  are  located 
on  or  across  the  street  from  the  site  on  non-federal  property,  and  it  may  not  be 
feasible  for  the  federal  government  to  implement  these  measures  at  all  appropriate 
locations.  Even  with  offsite  mitigation  however,  some  hazardous  conditions  are 
likely  to  remain. 

C.      Purchase  Alternative 

The  purchase  alternative  would  involve  an  existing  structure.  No  additional  wind  impacts  would 
be  created  with  this  alternative.  However,  the  location  of  the  building  would  be  important.  By 
locating  in  a  less  windy  section  of  the  City,  the  employees  might  not  be  subjected  to  the  higher 
winds,  especially  those  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative  site. 
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D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  Lease  Alternative  would  be  a  pre-existing  structure.  Therefore,  no  additional  wind  impacts 
would  be  created  by  the  project. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Implementation  of  the  No  Action  Alternative  would  not  result  in  the  construction  of  a  new 
building.  Therefore,  there  would  be  no  change  in  the  City's  physical  configuration  and  no  new 
wind  impacts  would  be  created. 
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4.15.1     Impact  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

Department  of  Interior  regulations,  as  specified  in  36  CFR  60,  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places,  present  the  criteria  to  evaluate  properties  eligible  for  listing  in  the  National  Register 
under  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  of  1966,  as  amended  (16  U.S.C. 
§  470f).  These  standards  are  appropriate  criteria  applicable  to  all  properties,  whether  currently 
determined  eligible  or  not.  The  criteria  are  formulated  to  provide  for  a  wide  diversity  of 
resources,  and  are  as  follows: 

The  quality  of  significance  in  American  history,  architecture,  archeology,  engineering,  and 
culture  is  present  in  districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  objects  that  possess  integrity  of 
location,  design,  setting,  materials,  workmanship,  feeling,  and  association  and 

(a)  that  are  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a  significant  contribution  to  the 
broad  patterns  of  our  history;  or 

(b)  that  are  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  in  our  past;  or 

(c)  that  embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a  type,  period,  or  method  of 
construction,  or  that  represent  the  work  of  a  master,  or  that  possess  high  artistic 
values,  or  that  represent  a  significant  and  distinguishable  entity  whose  components 
may  lack  individual  distinctions;  or 

(d)  that  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to  yield,  information  important  in  prehistory 
or  history. 

The  State  of  California's  criteria  for  identifying  significant  archaeological  and  historical 
resources  are  set  forth  in  Appendix  K  and  Supplementary  Document  J  of  the  State  CEQA 
Guidelines.  An  "important  archaeological  resource,"  as  defined  in  the  Guidelines,  is  one  which: 

1 .  Is  associated  with  an  event  or  person  of 

A.  Recognized  significance  in  California  or  American  history,  or 

B.  Recognized  scientific  importance  in  prehistory; 

2.  Can  provide  information  which  is  of  demonstrable  public  interest  and  useful  in 
addressing  scientifically  consequential  and  reasonable  or  archaeological  research 
questions; 
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3.  Has  a  special  or  particular  quality  such  as  oldest,  best  example,  largest,  or  last 
surviving  example  of  its  kind; 

4.  Is  at  least  100  years  old  and  possesses  substantial  stratigraphic  integrity;  or 

5.  Involves  important  research  questions  that  historical  research  has  shown  can  be 
answered  only  with  archaeological  methods. 

When  an  archaeological  resource  has  been  found  to  be  important  in  terms  of  one  or  more  of 
these  criteria,  a  mitigation  plan  must  be  prepared.  Conversely,  if  an  archaeological  resource  is 
deemed  not  to  be  important,  both  the  resource  and  the  effect  on  it  should  be  noted,  but  need  not 
be  considered  further  under  the  CEQA  process. 

In  cases  such  as  the  proposed  federal  office  building  project,  where  both  the  CEQA  and  NRHP 
evaluation  criteria  apply,  federal  standards  prevail.  Historic  properties  assessed  as  NRHP- 
eligible  are  also  considered  "important,"  and  procedures  for  managing  these  properties  under  36 
CFR  800  satisfy  the  CEQA  Guidelines,  as  well. 

4.15.2  Impact  Analysis 

A  detailed  cultural  resources  study,  including  an  inventory  of  the  resources  present,  is  included 
as  Appendix  E.  The  following  impact  analysis  summarizes  the  findings  of  that  study. 

A.  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

Impact  4.15(A)-1  Construction  activities  for  the  proposed  federal  office  building  could 
damage  or  disturb  potential  onsite  archaeological  resources.  This  impact 
is  considered  significant  but  mitigable.  [SM] 

It  is  not  known  whether  significant  archaeological  resources  exist  onsite.  However,  as  discussed 
in  Section  3.15,  archival  research  suggests,  although  it  does  not  confirm,  that  potentially 
significant  subsurface  cultural  resources  from  the  Prehistoric/Protohistoric  Period,  Gold  Rush 
era  and  Later  19th  Century  Period  may  exist  at  one  or  more  locations  within  the  confines  of  the 
project  area.  If  such  resources  are  present,  activities  such  as  excavation,  pile-driving,  trenching 
for  foundations,  pipe/cable  installation,  and  landscaping  would  have  the  potential  to  cause 
damage  or  disturbance.  Impacts  could  be  mitigated  through  implementation  of  an  archaeological 
testing  program. 
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2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.15(A)-2  Operation  of  the  proposed  building  would  not  affect  cultural  resources. 

Long-term  impacts  are  therefore  considered  less  than  significant.  [LS] 

As  long  as  archaeological  resources  are  not  destroyed  during  construction,  the  proposed  federal 
office  building  would  preserve  such  resources  in  situ.  Consequently,  no  long-term  cultural 
resource  impacts  are  anticipated. 

3.  Cumulative 

As  long  as  no  archaeological  resources  are  damaged  during  construction  of  the  proposed  federal 
office  building,  the  building  would  preserve  such  resources  in  situ.  Thus,  project  implementa- 
tion would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative  impacts  to  archaeological  resources. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

The  following  mitigation  measures  would  reduce  the  short-term  impacts  to  archaeological 
resources  to  a  less  than  significant  level. 

4.15(A)-1  A  program  of  archaeological  testing  and  evaluation  should  be  conducted  on  the 
project  site  to  determine  the  presence/absence  of  any  prehistoric/protohistoric 
and/or  historic  period  cultural  resources.  This  effort  shall  be  coordinated  in 
consultation  with  representatives  of  the  Ohlone  Indian  Community  of  the  Bay 
Area. 

If  subsurface  cultural  resources  are  identified,  a  second  principal  objective  of  the 
testing  program  should  be  to  ascertain  the  age,  areal  parameters,  cultural 
characteristics,  stratigraphic  integrity,  and  historical  associations  of  the  materials 
encountered.  Finally,  the  program  would  need  to  include  assessment  of  the 
significance  of  those  subsurface  cultural  deposits  identified  onsite. 

•  Given  the  location  and  depth  of  excavation  proposed,  and  the  potential 
likelihood  that  archaeological  resources  would  be  encountered  on  the  project 
site,  GSA  should  assure  that  the  services  of  an  archaeologist  are  retained. 
The  archaeologist  would  carry  out  a  pre-excavation  testing  program  to  better 
determine  the  probability  of  finding  cultural  and  historical  remains.  The 
testing  program  would  use  a  series  of  mechanical,  exploratory  borings  or 
trenches  and  /or  other  testing  methods  determined  by  the  archaeologist  to  be 
appropriate. 

•  If,  after  testing,  the  archaeologist  determines  that  no  further  investigations  or 
precautions  are  necessary  to  safeguard  potentially  significant  archaeological 
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resources,  the  archaeologist  would  submit  a  written  report  to  the  GSA  and 
the  San  Francisco  Environmental  Review  Officer  (ERO).  If  the  archaeologist 
determines  that  further  investigation  or  precautions  are  necessary,  he/she 
shall  consult  with  SFRA,  GSA  and  ERO.  Subsequently  GSA,  in  consultation 
with  the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO)  and  the  Advisory 
Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP),  shall  determine  what  additional 
procedures  are  necessary  to  minimize  potential  effects  on  archaeological 
resources. 

•  GSA  should  assure  that  these  additional  mitigation  measures  would  be 
implemented  in  consultation  with  SHPO  and  ACHI  and  might  include  a 
program  of  on-site  monitoring  of  all  site  excavation,  during  which  the 
archaeologist  would  record  observations  in  a  permanent  log.  The  monitoring 
program,  whether  or  not  there  are  finds  of  significance,  would  result  in  a 
written  report  to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  GSA,  SHPO  and  ACHP. 
During  the  monitoring  program,  GSA  would  designate  one  individual  on  site 
as  his/her  representative.  This  representative  would  have  the  authority  to 
suspend  work  at  the  site  to  give  the  archaeologist  time  to  investigate  and 
evaluate  archaeological  resources  should  they  be  encountered. 

•  Should  evidence  of  cultural  resources  of  potential  significance  be  found 
during  the  monitoring  program,  the  archaeologist  would  immediately  notify 
GSA  .  Any  activities  which  the  archaeologist,  and  GSA,  in  consultation  with 
SHPO  and  ACHP,  determine  could  damage  such  cultural  resources  would 
be  halted.  Ground  disturbing  activities  which  might  damage  cultural 
resources  would  be  suspended  for  a  total  maximum  of  four  weeks  over  the 
course  of  construction. 

•  After  notifying  GSA  and  ERO,  the  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  written 
report  to  be  submitted  first  and  directly  to  GSA,  SHPO  and  ACHP  .  The 
report  would  contain  an  assessment  of  the  potential  significance  of  the  find 
and  recommendations  for  what  measures  should  be  implemented  to  minimize 
potential  effects  on  archaeological  resources.  Based  on  this  report,  GSA, 
in  consultation  with  SHPO  and  ACHP,  would  recommend  specific  additional 
mitigation  measure  to  be  implemented.  These  additional  mitigation  measures 
might  include  a  site  security  program,  additional  on-site  investigations  by  the 
archaeologist,  and/or  documentation,  preservation,  and  recovery  of  cultural 
material. 

•  Finally,  the  archaeologist  would  prepare  a  report  documenting  the  cultural 
resources  that  were  discovered,  an  evaluation  as  to  their  significance,  and  a 
description  as  to  how  any  archaeological  testing,  exploration  and/or  recovery 
program  was  conducted. 

San  Francisco  Federal  BuiUing  4.15-4  Final  E1S/EIR 


I  WFIW*»-UI]W«  I) 


4.15  Archaeological  Resources 


•  Copies  of  all  draft  reports  prepared  according  to  this  mitigation  measure 
would  be  sent  for  review  first  and  directly  to  GSA,  in  consultation  with 
SHPO  and  ACHP.  Copies  of  the  final  report  would  be  sent  to  the  San 
Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  the  California  Archaeo- 
logical Site  Survey  Northwest  Information  center.  GSA,  SHPO  and  ACHP 
shall  receive  three  copies  of  the  final  archaeological  report. 

B.  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

Short-term,  long-term,  and  cumulative  impacts  associated  with  the  implementation  of  the  project 
at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  site  are  the  same  as  those  of  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  In  addition,  Mitigation  Measure  4. 15(A)- 1  would  apply  to  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  site. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

Purchase  of  an  existing  building  for  use  by  federal  agencies  would  not  have  any  short-term, 
long-term,  or  cumulative  impact  upon  archaeological  resources  because  no  earth  moving  would 
be  likely  to  occur.  No  mitigation  would  be  required. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

Leasing  existing  office  space  would  not  have  any  short-term,  long-term,  or  cumulative  impact 
upon  archaeological  resources  because  the  action  is  to  lease  space.  No  earth  movement  would 
occur,  therefore  no  subsurface  resources  would  be  affected.  No  mitigation  would  be  required. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Continued  occupancy  of  leased  space  in  the  San  Francisco  Central  Business  District  would  have 
no  short-term,  long-term,  or  cumulative  impact  upon  archaeological  resources  because  no 
construction  would  occur  and  no  subsurface  resources  would  be  impacted.  No  mitigation  would 
be  required. 
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4.16  SHADOW 


4.16.1  Impact  Assessment  Methodology  and  Significance  Thresholds 

This  section  assesses  the  possible  shadow  impacts  of  the  two  proposed  Federal  building 
alternatives  and  sites.  Shadow  analysis  in  this  section  was  prepared  by  Environmental  Science 
Associates  (June,  1995)  based  on  a  review  of  the  Proposition  K  Report  for  Two  Proposed  SF 
Federal  Building  Sites.  The  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  and  the  Seventh  and  Mission 
Alternative  as  well  as  the  blocks  surrounding  them  were  reviewed  for  shadow  restrictions  of  the 
Sunlight  Ordinance,  Proposition  K  (Sunlight  Ordinance,  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code). 

The  City  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Park  Commissions  adopted  shadow  criteria  for  all  15 
parks  in  the  Greater  Downtown  Area  in  February  1989.  These  criteria  set  an  Absolute 
Cumulative  Limit  for  new  shadow  for  each  protected  open  space;  and  set  forth  qualitative 
criteria  for  allowable  new  shadow.  All  of  the  allowable  limits  for  the  Civic  Center  Plaza  is  used 
by  the  New  Main  Library  and  the  Courthouse  buildings.  Therefore,  no  new  shadowing  would 
be  allowed  for  Civic  Center  Plaza.  An  impact  is  considered  significant  if  it  would  violate  the 
sunlight  ordinance  or  any  of  the  City  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  shadow 
criteria. 

4.16.2  Impact  Analysis 

A.         Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

1.  Short-Term 

The  project  would  not  result  in  any  short-term  shadow  impacts. 

2.  Long-Term 

Impact  4.16  (A)-l  No  new  shadow  from  the  315  foot  alternative  at  the  Tenth  and 

Market  site  would  affect  the  War  Memorial  open  space,  nor 
would  the  shadow  ever  reach  either  the  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the 
Fulton  Street  Mall  or  the  UN  Plaza.  [LS] 

All  properties  of  concern  are  located  to  the  north  of  the  site.  The  War  Memorial  open  space 
is  north  and  west  of  the  site,  so  shadows  would  point  toward  that  space  in  the  morning.  The 
Civic  Center  Plaza  is  due  north  of  the  site;  therefore,  shadows  from  the  site  would  reach  toward 
the  Plaza  around  noontime.  The  Fulton  Street  Mall  and  UN  Plaza  are  north  and  east  of  the  site, 
so  shadows  would  point  in  that  direction  in  early  afternoon. 

The  maximum  height  of  the  proposed  tower  portion  of  the  structure  at  Tenth  and  Market  Streets 
is  about  315  feet  above  the  street  level.  The  maximum  range  of  the  shadow  from  a  315  foot 
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tall  structure  on  a  flat,  level  plane  would  be  less  than  2,044  feet,  the  distance  that  a  shadow 
would  be  cast  on  December  21st  at  both  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset.  The 
top  elevation  for  the  building  was  taken  as  369  feet,  based  on  a  ground  elevation  of  44  feet,  SF 
Datum. 

The  general  shadow  trace  is  illustrated  in  Figure  4.16-1.  The  farthest  north  that  the  shadow 
could  reach  would  be  the  trace  on  December  21st.  It  is  sufficient  to  determine  only  that  the 
shadow  trace  would  not  reach  these  open  spaces  on  December  21st.  Once  that  is  demonstrated, 
there  is  no  other  possibility  that  they  would  be  shadowed  at  any  other  time  of  the  year. 

War  Memorial  Open  Space.  The  shadow  from  the  site  would  cross  and  reach  beyond  the  War 
Memorial  open  space  at  one  hour  after  sunrise,  8:22  a.m.  on  December  21st,  when  the  sun's 
bearing  angle  would  be  50°45'  East  of  South.  At  that  time,  that  area  of  the  War  Memorial  open 
space  already  would  be  shaded  by  the  Opera  House  itself.  Over  the  next  half  hour  or  so,  the 
tip  of  the  building's  shadow  would  move  south  and  east,  but  still  within  the  shadow  of  the  Opera 
House.  The  first  opportunity  for  the  shadow  of  the  building  to  reach  the  War  Memorial  open 
space  would  be  about  9:07  a.m.  when  the  sun  reached  a  bearing  angle  of  less  than  42° 30'  East 
of  South.  By  that  time,  however,  the  shadow  length  would  have  decreased  substantially,  and 
would  reach  only  to  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Opera  House  building  at  Grove  Street  and  Van 
Ness  Avenue.  Thus,  the  building  would  cause  no  new  shadow  on  the  War  Memorial  open  space. 

Civic  Center  Plaza,  Fulton  Street  Mall  and  UN  Plaza.  By  Noon  on  December  21st  the  shadow 
would  fall  at  the  northern  side  of  Hayes  Street,  far  short  of  the  Civic  Center  Plaza,  and  by  1:30 
p.m.  would  reach  the  northern  sidewalk  at  the  corner  of  Market  Street  and  Larkin  Street. 
Subsequent  afternoon  shadow  on  December  21st  would  be  within  Market  Street  or  to  the  south 
of  Market  Street.  The  shadow  from  the  building  would  not  reach  the  Civic  Center  Plaza,  the 
Fulton  Street  Mall,  or  the  UN  Plaza. 

Implementation  of  the  proposed  structure  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site  would  be  in 
conformance  with  Section  295  and  therefore,  shadow  impacts  would  be  considered  less  than 
significant. 

3.  Cumulative 

The  assessment  of  project  impacts  assumes  cumulative  shadow  impacts. 

4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
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Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 


1. 


Short-Term 


The  project  would  not  result  in  any  short-term  shadow  impacts. 


2. 


Long-Term 


Impact  4.16  (B)-l 


No  new  shadow  from  the  240  foot  alternative  at  the  Seventh 
and  Mission  site  would  affect  the  Civic  Center  Plaza  and  would 
never  reach  Mini  Langton  Park.  Some  new  shadow  would 
affect  the  UN  Plaza  and  Fulton  Street  in  the  mornings  in  late 
Fall  and  early  Winter,  but  these  spaces  are  not  protected  under 
the  Sunlight  Ordinance.  [LS] 


Open  spaces  of  concern  with  regard  to  this  site  are  the  Fulton  Street  Mall,  the  UN  Plaza,  and 
Mini  Langton  Park  (see  Figure  4.16-2). 

Mini  Langton  Park.  On  June  21st,  the  extreme  range  of  the  bearing  angle  at  one  hour  before 
sunset  would  be  112°  10'  West  of  South.  That  bearing  angle  would  cause  the  shadow  from  the 
building  to  cross  Assessor's  Block  3730  near  the  Mini  Langton  Park,  but  would  not  cross  that 
park  itself.  Thus,  there  would  be  no  new  shadow  cast  on  the  Mini  Langton  Park. 

Gvic  Center  Plaza.  During  the  month  of  December,  January  and  through  most  of  February  (as 
well  as  in  October  and  November)  the  early  morning  shadow  would  be  too  far  north  and  too 
short  to  reach  the  Civic  Center  Plaza.  By  February  21st  the  shadow  of  the  building  would  begin 
at  the  Larkin  Street  corner  of  the  old  Main  Library.  For  the  next  week,  the  early  morning 
shadow  would  begin  on  Larkin  Street  moving  south  in  increments  of  about  9  feet  each  day  so 
by  February  28th,  when  the  bearing  angle  is  about  71°  East  of  South,  the  building  shadow 
would  be  intercepted  by  the  new  Main  Library  Building.  Day  by  day,  more  of  the  building 
shadow  would  be  intercepted  by  the  new  Main  Library.  Only  when  the  bearing  angle  is  close 
to  89°  East  of  South  could  the  building  shadow,  if  it  were  long  enough,  reach  the  Civic  Center 
Plaza.  However,  the  shadow  at  that  time  would  not  reach  beyond  the  sidewalk  of  the  Civic 
Center  Plaza  at  the  corner  of  Larkin  and  Grove  Streets  (elevation  50  ft.,  SF  Datum).  Thus, 
there  would  be  no  new  shadow  cast  on  the  Civic  Center  Plaza.  Were  there  to  be  an  elevator 
overrun  or  equipment  penthouse  on  the  tower,  the  shadows  from  these  structures  would  reach 
onto  the  Civic  Center  Plaza  itself,  but  the  area  covered  would  be  very  small  and  the  duration 
would  be  only  a  few  minutes.  The  clear  time  interval  during  which  this  could  occur  would  be 
an  approximately  3  to  4  day  period  between  April  2  and  April  6  (with  a  similar  interval  in 
August). 
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Fulton  Street  and  UN  Plaza.  During  the  months  of  December  and  January  (as  well  as 
November)  the  shadow  from  the  building  tower  would  reach  UN  Plaza  and  Fulton  Street.1  It 
would  reach  Fulton  Street  also  in  February  (as  well  as  October).  The  building  tower  would 
shadow  relatively  small  portions  of  Fulton  Street  and  UN  Plaza  until  as  late  as  about  9:30  a.m. 
The  existing  shadows,  primarily  from  Market  Street  buildings  on  Assessors  Block  3702  adjacent 
to  the  site  and  from  the  Orpheum  Theater,  already  cover  most  of  Fulton  Street  and  UN  Plaza 
at  these  times.  At  about  9:00  a.m.  December  21st,  about  5%  of  the  shadow  reaching  the  open 
space  would  be  from  the  project,  but  only  for  a  very  short  duration.  By  February  21st  the  early 
morning  shadow  of  the  building  would  begin  at  the  Larkin  Street  corner  of  the  old  Main 
Library.  By  9:00  a.m.  the  shadow  would  have  receded  from  Fulton  Street  and  would  not  reach 
UN  Plaza  during  the  day.  By  March  21st,  there  would  be  essentially  no  shadow  on  Fulton 
Street  from  the  building.  Throughout  the  rest  of  the  Spring  and  Summer,  there  would  be  no  new 
shadow  on  either  Fulton  Street  or  UN  Plaza.  Morning  shadowing  would  begin  again  in  October. 
Although  these  spaces  would  experience  some  new  shadowing,  neither  is  protected  under  Section 
295. 

Because  implementation  of  this  alternative  would  not  violate  Section  295,  shadow  impacts  would 
be  less  than  significant. 

C.  Purchase  Alternative 

The  Purchase  Alternative  would  involve  purchasing  an  existing  structure.  Therefore,  there 
would  be  no  additional  shadow  impacts  from  the  project. 

D.  Lease  Alternative 

The  Lease  Alternative  would  involve  leasing  an  existing  structure.  Therefore,  there  would  be 
no  additional  shadow  impacts  from  the  project. 

E.  No  Action  Alternative 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  federal  agencies  would  continue  to  be  housed  in  existing 
owned  and  leased  space. 

3.  Cumulative 

The  assessment  of  project  impacts  assumes  cumulative  shadow  impacts. 


1    The  time  and  duration  of  shadowing  were  quantified  by  Environmental  Science  Associates.  Their  reports  are 
on  file  with  GSA  and  the  Planning  Department. 
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4.  Mitigation  Measures 

No  mitigation  measures  are  required. 
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5.1         REGIONAL  SETTING 

Section  15126  (g)  of  the  CEQA  Guidelines  requires  that  EIR's  discuss  the  potential  growth 
inducing  impacts  of  a  proposed  project.  Specifically,  the  Guidelines  state: 

Discuss  ways  in  which  the  proposed  project  could  foster  economic  or  population 
growth,  or  the  construction  of  additional  housing,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  in  the 
surrounding  environment.  Included  in  this  are  projects  which  would  remove  obstacles 
to  population  growth  (a  major  expansion  of  a  waste  water  treatment  plant  might,  for 
example,  allow  for  more  construction  in  service  areas).  Increases  in  the  population 
may  further  tax  existing  community  service  facilities  so  consideration  must  be  given 
to  this  impact.  Also  discuss  the  characteristics  of  some  projects  which  may  encourage 
and  facilitate  other  activities  that  could  significantly  affect  the  environment,  either 
individually  or  cumulatively.  It  must  not  be  assumed  that  growth  in  any  area  is 
necessarily  beneficial,  detrimental,  or  of  little  significance  to  the  environment. 

Growth-inducing  impacts  can  result  from  development  that  directly  or  indirectly  induces 
additional  growth,  which  is  more  intense  than  that  currently  anticipated  in  general  or  community 
plans.  An  example  of  this  would  be  the  redesignation  of  property  planned  for  agricultural  uses 
to  residential  uses,  thereby  accommodating  population  growth.  Another  example  would  be  the 
expansion  of  urban  services  to  a  nonurban  site,  which  may  encourage  conversion  of  land  from 
nonurban  to  urban  uses. 

A  project  is  considered  to  have  growth  inducing  impacts  if  it  will  encourage  the  use  of  land  for 
a  more  intense  use  than  is  anticipated  by  current  plans,  or  if  it  will  result  in  increased 
infrastructure  capacity  and  thereby  encourage  further  growth.  In  general,  growth  inducing 
impacts  are  long-term  by  nature. 

The  proposed  federal  office  building  is  intended  to  centralize  existing  federal  agencies  in  one 
location.  By  virtue  of  their  locations  in  or  near  the  CBD,  each  of  the  alternatives  (except  the 
No  Action  Alternative)  represent  appropriate  uses  for  their  respective  sites.  As  such,  a  federal 
office  building  on  either  the  Tenth  and  Market  or  Seventh  and  Mission  sites  would  not  intensify 
current  densities.  In  the  case  of  the  Purchase  or  Lease  Alternatives,  the  structure  or  structures 
already  exist  and  therefore  would  have  no  growth-inducing  impacts. 

The  proposed  project  itself  would  not  generate  any  additional  jobs  as  federal  employees  would 
basically  be  relocated  from  leased  space  to  the  new  building.  Space  which  would  be  vacated  as 
a  result  of  implementing  all  but  the  No  Action  Alternative  could  accommodate  new  uses  in  the 
city.  Whether  or  not  new  uses  would  move  into  the  city  is  totally  independent  of  project 
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implementation.  Other  factors  such  as  socioeconomic  conditions  and  trends  in  the  region  would 
influence  how  quickly  vacated  federal  space  would  be  filled. 

Overall,  the  growth-inducing  impacts  of  the  proposed  federal  office  building  are  limited  to 
increases  in  demand  for  service-related  activities.  This  could  arise  if  either  the  Tenth  and 
Market  or  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternatives  were  implemented  and  would  most  likely  occur  in 
the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  If  either  the  Purchase  or  Lease  Alternatives  were 
implemented,  no  growth-inducing  impacts  are  anticipated.  Because  both  of  these  alternatives 
represent  existing  structures  intended  for  office  uses,  service-related  activities  will  most  likely 
already  be  located  in  the  vicinity. 
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The  proposed  construction  of  a  federal  building  within  the  City  of  San  Francisco  would  result 
in  several  significant  environmental  impacts.  These  significant  adverse  impacts  can  generally 
be  reduced  through  incorporation  of  proposed  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  this  EIS.  Other 
impacts  would,  however,  remain  significant  even  with  mitigation. 

In  accordance  with  Section  21067  of  the  CEQA,  and  with  Section  15040,  15081  and  15082  of 
the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  identify  impacts  that  could  not  be 
eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by  mitigation  measures  included  as  part  of  the 
proposed  project,  or  by  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented. 

The  findings  of  significant  impacts  are  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR.  This  chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  will 
be  revised,  if  necessary,  to  reflect  the  City  Planning  Commission's  findings. 

6.1  TENTH  AND  MARKET  ALTERNATIVE 

The  project  will  result  in  an  intensification  of  land  use  on  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  site. 
However,  the  proposed  office  building  is  not  incompatible  with  surrounding  uses.  The  existing 
uses  (abandoned  gas  station/car  wash,  two-  to  four- story  buildings)  would  be  permanently 
changed,  displacing  some  current  occupants.  The  Redevelopment  Agency  is  responsible  for 
relocating  tenants  that  would  be  disrupted  by  construction  of  the  building  on  this  site. 

6.2  SEVENTH  AND  MISSION  ALTERNATIVE 

As  with  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative,  implementation  of  the  proposed  project  at  the 
alternative  site  would  intensify  the  current  land  use  on  the  site.  The  existing  character  of  the 
site  and  surrounding  area  would  be  permanently  changed  with  the  construction  of  a  federal  office 
building. 

6.3  PURCHASE  ALTERNATIVE 

The  purchase  of  an  existing  building  or  buildings  would  not  create  any  significant  irreversible 
environmental  impacts.  The  Purchase  Alternative  and  Lease  Alternative  (which  both  would 
make  use  of  existing  buildings)  are  the  environmentally  superior  alternative  analyzed  in  this 
document. 
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6.0  Significant  Irreversible  Environmental  Impacts 


6.4  LEASE  ALTERNATIVE 

The  lease  of  an  existing  building  or  buildings  would  not  create  any  significant  irreversible 
impacts.  The  Lease  Alternative  and  Purchase  (which  both  would  make  use  of  existing  buildings) 
are  the  environmentally  superior  alternatives  analyzed  in  this  document. 

6.5  NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

Under  the  No  Action  Alternative,  no  demolition  would  take  place  and  no  new  building  would 
be  constructed.  Federal  agencies  in  San  Francisco  and  the  surrounding  Bay  Area  would  continue 
to  utilize  existing  Federally-owned  and  leased  space.  Although  this  alternative  would  produce 
no  significant  environmental  impacts,  it  would  cause  federal  agencies  to  continue  to  be  housed 
in  separate  facilities,  thereby  reducing  the  efficiency  of  operations. 
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7.0  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USE  OF  MAN'S 
ENVIRONMENT  AND  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT  OF 
LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 


A  variety  of  short-term  and  long-term  impacts  can  result  from  the  proposed  action.  However, 
the  number  and  magnitude  of  the  impacts  will  vary  depending  on  whether  a  new  building  is 
constructed  or  an  existing  structure  is  leased  or  purchased. 

During  the  construction  of  a  new  federal  building,  surrounding  land  uses  would  be  temporarily 
impacted  by  dust,  construction  equipment  emissions  and  noise,  and  adverse  visual  impacts. 
These  impacts  are  considered  temporary  and  could  be  mitigated  to  less  than  significant  levels 
through  measures  recommended  in  Section  4.0. 

The  long-term  effect  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  and  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 
sites  would  be  the  introduction  of  a  relatively  large  structure,  associated  parking  areas,  and  other 
amenities  to  urban  sites  on  which  various  structures  are  currently  situated.  Construction  of  the 
project  components  would  constitute  a  change  in  land  use  for  these  sites,  and,  in  general,  would 
serve  as  appropriate  infill.  As  with  any  form  of  land  use  intensification,  some  physical  and 
aesthetic  components  of  the  human  environment  would  be  affected.  The  consequences  of  this 
urbanization  would  include  increased  traffic  volumes,  incremental  degradation  of  local  and 
regional  air  quality,  additional  noise,  visual  alteration  of  the  site,  and  incremental  increases  in 
demand  for  public  services  and  utilities  for  those  alternatives  that  involve  new  construction  (i.e. , 
the  Tenth  and  Market  and  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  sites).  Nonetheless,  the  proposed 
project  would  benefit  the  local  community  and  federal  government  by  consolidating  several 
federal  agencies  (refer  to  Section  1.0,  Purpose  and  Need).  Implementation  of  the  proposed 
mitigation  measures  would  reduce  impacts  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible.  In  addition,  if  the 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  is  selected,  cleanup  of  toxic  materials  and  contaminated  soils 
would  enhance  the  long-term  environmental  safety  of  the  site. 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  preserve,  in  the  short-term,  the  current  use  of  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative  and  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  sites.  Over  the  long  term, 
implementation  of  this  alternative  would  preclude  resolution  of  several  federal  agency  concerns 
(i.e.,  fragmentation  of  agencies,  operational  inefficiency,  paying  rent). 

Project  Alternatives  Other  Than  No  Action 

All  project  alternatives  calling  for  construction  of  a  federal  office  building  would  only  affect 
urbanized  areas.  Therefore,  although  infeasible,  alternative  land  use  opportunities  such  as 
agriculture,  mining,  etc.,  would  be  permanently  foreclosed,  other  urban  use  opportunities  would 
be  foregone  over  the  short  term.  As  discussed  in  Section  8.0,  some  nonrenewable  resources 
would  be  consumed  during  project  construction  and  operation.  In  the  context  of  available 
supplies,  however,  the  quantities  consumed  would  not  be  significant. 
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8.0  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES 


This  section  identifies  the  use  of  nonrenewable  resources,  the  commitment  of  future  generations 
to  the  proposed  uses,  and  the  irreversible  damage  that  would  occur  from  development  of  the 
project  sites. 

8.1  TENTH  AND  MARKET  ALTERNATIVE 

Implementation  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  would  result  in  the  following  irreversible 
and/or  irretrievable  significant  environmental  changes: 

•  Commitment  of  land  which  would  physically  be  altered  to  create  a  federal 
building,  internal  access,  parking,  and  associated  amenities. 

•  Utilization  of  various  nonrenewable  materials  such  as  minerals,  metals  and 
petroleum-derived  products  for  construction. 

•  Utilization  of  nonrenewable  petroleum  products  over  the  life  of  the  project  for 
purposes  such  as  heating,  cooling,  lighting,  operation  of  appliances  and  vehicular 
transportation. 

•  Increased  demand  for  public  services  and  utilities  by  project  occupants  represent- 
ing a  permanent  commitment  of  these  resources, 

•  Incremental  increases  in  traffic  levels,  resulting  in  associated  quality  of  life 
changes  perceived  as  congestion,  increases  in  ambient  noise  levels  and  degrada- 
tion of  local  and  regional  air  quality. 

•  Increased  emissions  from  project-generated  traffic  and  stationary  sources  would 
incrementally  contribute  to  processes  which  may  lead  to  global  environmental 
destabilization.  These  processes  include  global  warming  and  ozone  depletion. 

•  Loss  of  localized  views. 

8.2  SEVENTH  AND  MISSION  ALTERNATIVE 

Implementation  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  would  result  in  irreversible  and/or 
irretrievable  significant  environmental  changes  similar  to  those  listed  under  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative. 
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8.0  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources 


8.3  PURCHASE  ALTERNATIVE 

The  Purchase  Alternative  involves  an  existing,  operational  building.  As  a  result,  implementation 
of  the  Purchase  Alternative  to  house  federal  agencies  would  not  create  any  new  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  commitments  of  resources. 

8.4  LEASE  ALTERNATIVE 

Similar  to  the  Purchase  Alternative,  the  Lease  Alternative  involves  an  existing,  operational 
building  or  buildings.  Leasing  space  to  house  federal  agencies  would  therefore  not  create  any 
new  irreversible  and  irretrievable  commitments  of  resources,  other  than  those  materials  used 
during  tenant  alterations. 

8.5  NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 

The  No  Action  Alternative  would  result  in  no  commitment  of  resources  at  this  time  other  than 
those  currently  being  used. 
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11.0  LIST  OF  AGENCIES,  ORGANIZATIONS  AND  INDIVIDUALS  TO  WHOM 

THE  FINAL  EIS/EIR  HAS  BEEN  SENT 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 

Northwest  Information  Center 

California  Archaeological  Inventory 

Department  of  Anthropology 

Sonoma  State  University 

Rohnert  Park,  CA  94928 

Attn:  Christian  GcrikoLiz  Black/Leigh  Jordan 

California  Department  of  the  Interior 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
2800  Cottage  Way,  Room  E  1803 
Sacramento,  CA  95825 

California  Department  of  Transportation 

Transportation  Planning 

1 1 1  Grand  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  23660 

Oakland,  CA  94623-0660 

Attn:  Gary  AdamsPhillip  Badal/Joe  Browne 

California  Department  of  Transportation 

Public  Transportation  Branch 

1 1 1  Grand  Avenue 

P.O.  Box  23660 

Oakland,  CA  94623-0660 

Attn:  William  Chastain 

California  Environmental  Protection 

Agency  (10  copies) 
555  Capitol  Mall,  Suite  235 
Sacramento,  California  95814 

California  Parks  and  Recreation  Department 

Office  of  Historic  Preservation 

PO  Box  9428% 

Sacramento,  CA  94296-0001 

Attn:  Clarence  Caesar/Cherilyn  Widell 


Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 

700  Heinz  Avenue,  Suite  200 

Berkeley,  CA  94710-2734 

Attn:  Barbara  J.  Cook,  Chief 

North  Coast  Cleanup,  Operations  Branch 

California  Department  of  Conservation 
Office  of  Governmental  and  Environmental 
Relations 
801  K  Street 

Sacramento,  CA  95814-3528 

Attn:  Jason  Marshall,  Assistant  Director 

Congresswoman  Nancy  Pelosi  (2  copies) 
450  Golden  Gate  Avenue,  Suite  145378 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Congresswoman  Nancy  Pelosi  (2  copies) 
2457  Rayburn  Horse  Office  Bldg. 
Washington  D.C.  20515-0508 

Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Environmental  Affairs  (5  copies) 
Department  of  Commerce 
Washington,  DC  20230 

Director  (3  copies) 
Office  of  Environmental  Affairs 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
Washington,  DC  20201 

Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 
Natural  and  Technological  Hazards,  Region  9 
Building  105,  PO  Box  29998 
Presidio  of  San  Francisco,  CA  94129 
Attn:  Nicholas  B  Nikas,  Division  Chief 

General  Counsel 

Counsel  of  Environmental  Quality 
722  Jackson  Place,  N.W. 
Washington  D.C.  20006 
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11.0  List  of  Agencies,  Organizations  and  Individuals  to 
Whom  the  Final  EIS/EIR  Has  Been  Sent 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 
(Continued) 

General  Services  Administration  (3  copies) 

Field  Office  Manager 

630  Sansome  Street,  Room  1040 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation 
Western  Office  of  Project  Review 
730  Simms  Street,  Suite  401 
Golden,  CO  80401 

National  Park  Service 
Preservation  Assistance  Branch 
600  Harrison  Street,  Suite  600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107-1372 

Office  of  the  Circut  Executive 
U.S.  Court  of  Appeals,  Ninth  Circut 
121  Spear  Street,  Suite  204,  Box  19346 
San  Francisco,  CA  94119-3846 

Office  of  Environmental  Policy 
HQDA  DAEN-CWR-P 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
Washington,  DC  20314 

Office  of  Planning  and  Research  (10  copies) 
California  State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street,  Room  121 
Sacramento,  California  95814 

Office  of  Review  and  Compliance 

Advisory  Council  for  Historic  Preservation 

Old  Post  Office,  Suite  809 

1 100  Pennsylvania  Avenue  N.W. 

Washington,  DC  20004 

Attn:  Dr.  Robert  Bush,  Executive  Director 

U.S.  Department  of  Energy 

Office  of  Environmental  Compliance 

1000  Independence  Ave,  SW,  Room  4G-064 

Washington  D.C.  20585 


U.S.  Department  of  Transportation 
Federal  Aviation  Administration 
Western-Pacific  Region 
PO  Box  92007 
Worldway  Postal  Center 
Los  Angeles,  CA  90009-2007 
Attn:  Howard  Yoshioka,  Supervisor, 
Planning  Section 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Office  of  Federal  Activities  (5  copies)  (A  104) 
NEPA  Compliance  Division,  EIS  Filing 
Section 

Ariel  Rios  Building  (South  Oval  Lobby) 

Mail  Code  2252-A 

1200  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  N.W. 

401  M  Street,  SW 

Washington,  DC  2046020044 

Attn:  Pearl  Young 

U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
Region  9 

Office  of  Federal  Activities  (5  copies) 
75  Hawthorne  Street 
San  Francisco,  California  94105-3901 
Attn:  David  Farrel,  Chief  Environmental 
Review 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 
2730  Loker  Avenue  West 
Carlsbad,  CA  92008 
Attn:  Loren  Hayes 

U.S.  Geological  Survey 
Geologic  Division,  Mail  Stop  977 
345  Middlefield  Road 
Menlo  Park,  CA  94025 

United  States  Senator  Barbara  Boxer 
1 12  Hart  Senate  Office  Bldg. 
Washington  D.C.  20510-0501 
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11.0  List  of  Agencies.  Organizations  and  Individuals  to 
Whom  the  Final  EIS/EIR  Has  Been  Sent 


FEDERAL  AND  STATE  AGENCIES 
(Continued) 

United  States  Senator  Barbara  Boxer 
1700  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

United  States  Senator  Diane  Feinstein 
525  Market  Street,  Suite  3670 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

United  States  Senator  Diane  Feinstein 
United  States  Senate 
Washington,  D.C.  20510 

The  Honorable  Pete  Wilson 
Governor  of  California 
State  Capitol  Building 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

REGIONAL  AGENCIES 

Sacramento,  California  95814 
Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
P.O.  Box  2050 
Oaidand,  CA  94604 
Attn:  Sally  Germain 

Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn:  Joseph  Steinberger 

Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District  (4  copies) 
System  Safety  Department 
800  Madison  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94607 
Attn:  V.  R.  Cole 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 
2101  Webster  Street 
Oakland,  CA  94612 
Attn:  Steven  Hill 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN 
FRANCISCO 

Department  of  Building  Inspection 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Frank  Chiu,  Superintendent 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Vincent  Marsh,  Secretary 

Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue 
Suite  700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Larry  Del  Carlo 

Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
10  United  Nations  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Barbara  Smith 

David  Heindel 

Real  Estate  Specialist 

Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Planning  and 

Development 
Room  416  War  Memorial  Building 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

David  Heindel 
Real  Estate  Specialist 
Mayor's  Office  of  Economic  Planning  and 
Development 

Room  416  War  Memorial  Building 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Publie  Utilities  Commission 
Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
Hctoh  Hetehy  Water  and  Power 
1 155  Market  Street.  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  John  Deakin.  Director 
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11.0  List  of  Agencies,  Organizations  and  Individuals  to 
Whom  the  Final  EIS/EIR  Has  Been  Sent 


CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN 

FRANCISCO 

(Continued) 

Recreation  &  Park  Department 

McLaren  Lodge 

Golden  Gate  Park 

Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Attn:  Deborah  Learner/Joanne  Wilson 

Police  Department 
Planning  Division 
Hall  of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street,  Room  500 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Capt.  James  MolinariCaptain  Dennis 

Martel/Lt.  Stephen  Tacchini 

San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 

(10  copies) 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:        Susan  Lowenburg,  President 

Hector  Chinchilla,  Vice  President 

Linda  Avery,  Secretary 

Esther  Marks 

Lawerence  B.  Martin 

Beverly  Mills 

Cynthia  Joe 

Dennis  Anlenore 

Kelly  Hadcn,  Alternate 
 Jerry  Lcvinc,  Alternate 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping 
875  Stevenson  Street,  Room  465 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Denise  Brady 

Division  of  General  Engineering  Services 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Margaret  Divine 


San  Francisco  Department  of  Parking  and 
Traffic 

Traffic  Engineering  Division 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Bond  Yee 
San  Francisco  Fire  Department 
Division  of  Planning  and  Research 
260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Hoard  L.  Slater 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
MUNI  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Attn:  Peter  Straus 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

(12  copies) 
770  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Department 
25  Van  Ness-  Avenue,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Tony  Dcluechi 

 Director  of  Property 

San  Francisco  Water  Department 

Distribution  Division 

425  Maaon  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Hans  Bruno,  Assistant  Manager 

GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

A  I  A 
TTTTT 

San  Francisco  Chapter 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
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11.0  List  of  Agencies,  Organizations  and  Individuals  to 
Whom  the  Final  EIS/EIR  Has  Been  Sent 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
(Continued) 

Library 

Baker  &  McKenzie 
Two  Embarcadero  Center 
Suite  2400 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Bay  Area  Council 

200  Pino  Street,  Suite  300 

San  Francisco,  CA  04104  2702 

GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

(Continued) 

Bay  Area  Rentals 

780  Anderson  Drive 

San  Rafael,  CA  94901 

Attn:  L.  Wayne  Batmale,  President 

Albert  Beck 
Eco/Plan  International 
310  B  Salem  Street 
Chico,  CA  95928 

CALFOX,  Inc. 

425  California  Street,  Suite  2300 
San  Francisco,  California  94104 
Attn:  Ms.  Joan  Byrens 

California  Preservation  Foundation 
1615  Broadway,  Suite  705 
Oakland,  CA  94612 
Attn:  Elizabeth  Morton 

David  M.  Chung 
Broker/President 
United  Investment  Realty 
3932  Geary  Boulevard,  Suite  3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 


Ctr.  for  SE  Asian  Refugee  Resettlement 

Vu-Duc  Vuong 

875  O'Farrell  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Civic  Pride 

633  Battery  Street,  5th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Attn:  James  W.  Haas,  Chairman 

Coalition  for  S.F.  Neighborhoods 
Lorraine  Lucas,  President 
P.O.  Box  42-5882 
San  Francisco,  CA  94142-5882 

Coalition  for  S.F.  Neighborhoods 

Babette  Drerke 

Newsletter 

701  Kansas  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

Concerned  Business  Persons  of  the  Tenderloin 

Adam  Goldstein,  President 

365  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94012 

Downtown  Aasociation 

582  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:  Mr.  Lee  Dohon 

EIP  Associates 

601  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc. 
301  Brannan  Street,  Suite  200 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 

John  Elbering,  Executive  Director 
G.P.  Todco,  Inc. 
Grand  Southern  Hotel 
1095  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
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11.0  List  of  Agencies,  Organizations  and  Individuals  to 
Whom  the  Final  EIS/EIR  Has  Been  Sent 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
(Continued) 

The  Foundation  for  Son  Francisco 

Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 

Greenwood  Press,  Inc. 
P.O.  Box  5007 
Westport,  Conn  06881-9990 
Attn:  Eric  LeStrange 

Grosvenor  Bus  Lines,  Inc. 

350  Eighth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103-4422 

Attn:  Anthea  McGoldrick,  Vice  President 

Holiday  Inn/Civic  Center 
50  Eighth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Jonathan  Gould 

Hotel  Council  of  San  Francisco 

323  Geary  Street,  Suite  517 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Robert  F.  Begley,  Executive  Director 

Joie  De  Vivre  Hotels,  Inc. 
246  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Chip  Conley,  President 

Kristine  Hachiya 

Vice  President  and  Regional  Manager 

Corporate  Real  Estate 

Bank  of  America 

560  Davis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Sue  Hestor 

Attorney  at  Law 

870  Market  Street,  Room  1121 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


Lucky  Tours 

1111  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Rene  M.  Medina,  President 

Market  Street  Association 
870  Market  Street,  #956 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Carolyn  Diamour 

Mid-Market/U.N.  Plaza  Association 
August  Murphy/Mr.  Berkowitz 
83  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Minot  Light  Development 

A  California  Limited  Partnership 

245  Vallejo  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

Attn:  Charles  L.  Smith  III,  General  Partner 

Moss  Lighting 
1026  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  J.T.  Jay  Benjamin 
Thelma  A.  Moss 

National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation 

One  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Attn:  Kathy  Burns 

North  of  Market  Planning  Coalition 

295  Eddy  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Ramada  Hotel 
1231  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:    Ralph  Y.  Lee,  CHA 
General  Manager 
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GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
(Continued) 

Reneson  Hotel  Group 
121  Seventh  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:    Marty  Cedes 

Norman  Onaga 

Alrene  Flynn 

Renoir  Hotel 

45  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Angela  Yee 

Steve  Raymond 

St.  Anthony  Foundation 
121  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3899 
Attn:  Ms.  Jeanne  Zarka  Brooks 
Executive  Director 

Stanley  Panovich 
Oddfellows  Hall  Association 
26  Seventh  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

41  Sutter  Street,  #709 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:  Donna  Casey,  Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Building  and  Construction 
Trades  Council 

2660  Ncwhall  Street,  Room  116 
San  Francisco,  C A  94124  2527 
Attn:  Stanley  Smith 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Florence  Kragcn 


SF  Convention  &  Visitor  Bureau 

201  3rd  St.,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  George  D.  Kirkland,  Exec.  Director 

San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
660  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Walter  Johnson 

Lorraine  Lucas 

S.F.  League  of  Neighborhoods 

P.O.  Box  192144 

San  Francisco,  CA  94119 

San  Francisco  Planning  &  Urban  Research 

Association 
312  Sutter  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  James  Chappell,  Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
54  Mint  Street,  Room  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103-1815 
Attn:  Tony  Kilroy 

Sierra  Club 

730  Polk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

SOM  Foundation 

915  Mission  Street,  #210 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Mark  Rennie  and  Amelita  Pascual 

SOM  Problem  Solving  Council 
965  Mission  Street,  #700 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Anna  Yee 

Tenderloin  Housing  Clinic 
Randy  Shaw,  Director 
126  Hyde  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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Whom  the  Final  EIS/EIR  Has  Been  Sent 


GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 
(Continued) 

Tenderloin  Neighborhood  Assn. 

Hank  Wilson 

55  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Tenderloin  Neigh.  Devel.  Corp. 

B.J.  Barron 

230  Hyde  St.  (TNDC) 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Tenderloin  Neigh.  Dev.  Corp. 
201  Eddy  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Kelly  Cullen 

Tenderloin  Senior  Organizing  Project 
Diana  Samuelson 
200  Golden  Gate  Ave.,  Rm.  410 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corp. 

230  -  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  John  Elberling 

Theater  Row  Business  Association 

Kathy  Opsather 

490  Geary  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Thomas-Swan  Sign  Co.,  Inc. 
1117  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Allen  Thomas 

United  Investment  Realty 
3932  Geary  Blvd.,  Suite  3 
San  Francisco,  CA  94118 
Attn:  Joseph  Chung 


Van  Ness  Avenue  Association 
Mr.  Greg  Holzman 
825  Van  Ness  Avenue,  #501 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Van  Ness  &  Market  Cen.  Bus.  Assn. 

333  Hayes  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Evelio  Badia 

Joel  Ventresca 
202  G  rattan 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Stephen  Weicker 

899  Pine  Street,  #1610 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

MEDIA 

Associated  Press 

1390  Market  Street,  Suite  318 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Bill  Shiftman 

San  Francisco  Bay  Guardian 

2700  Nineteenth  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Attn:  Patrick  Douglas,  City  Editor 

San  Francisco  Business  Times 
275  Battery  Street,  Suite  940 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Tim  Turner 

Leland  S.  Meyerzone 

KPOO-FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Elliot  Diringer 


San  Francisco  Federal  HuiUiin^ 
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11.0  List  of  Agencies,  Organizations  and  Individuals  to 
Whom  the  Final  EIS/EIR  Has  Been  Sent 


San  Francisco  Examiner 
P.O.  Box  7260 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn:  Gerald  Adams 


MEDIA 
(Continued) 


Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 


PERSONS  FOR  WHICH  MAILING 
ADDRESSES  COULD  NOT  BE  FOUND 


San  Francisco,  CA  94115 
Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


The  Sun  Reporter 
1366  Turk  Street 


The  following  persons  spoke  at  the  public 
hearing  on  the  Draft  EIS/EIR,  but  did  not  leave 
a  mailing  address  to  be  sent  a  copy  of  the  Final 


EIS/EIR. 


Ms.  Elvia  Santos 
Mr.  Jerry  Clark 


LIBRARIES 

Document  Library  (2  copies) 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Kate  Wingerson 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  Library 
75  Hawthorne  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Jean  Circiello 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Government  Documents 
State  and  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4978 


San  Francisco  Federal  Building 
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12.0  RESPONSE  TO  COMMENTS 


This  section  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  presents  the  responses  to  comments  made  on  the  Draft 
EIS/EIR  (DEIS/DEIR)  during  the  public  review  period  between  April  11,  1996,  and  June  6, 
1996,  and  at  a  public  hearing  held  May  23,  1996.  Each  letter  commenting  on  the  DEIS/EIR  has 
been  assigned  a  number,  ranging  from  1  to  13.  Within  each  letter,  comments  have  been  numbered 
in  ascending  order.  Comments  and  responses  are  identified  by  a  unique  number  which  consists  of 
the  number  assigned  to  the  letter,  followed  by  the  comment  number.  For  example,  the  comment 
and  responses  identified  as  1-1  represents  the  first  comment  in  the  first  letter.  Subsequent 
comments  from  that  letter  would  be  identified  as  1-2,  1-3,  etc.  The  second  comment  letter  would 
commence  with  2-1,  2-2,  etc.  Several  letters  which  are  essentially  identical  in  content  have  been 
grouped  together  as  letter  12.  Each  letter  has  been  consecutively  numbered  as  12-la,  12-lb,  etc. 
One  response  addresses  all  the  letters  in  this  series. 

The  last  "letter,"  number  13,  consists  of  the  transcript  from  the  public  hearing  held  on 
May  23,  1996  at  San  Francisco  City  Hall.  Comments  from  the  transcripts  are  numbered 
sequentially.  The  person  making  the  comment  is  the  "commentor,"  and  is  identified  before  the 
response.  Like  letter  12,  a  number  of  persons  commenting  had  similar  remarks.  These  have  been 
grouped  together  as  comment  13-1.  Individual  commentors  are  numbered  13-la,  13-lb,  etc. 

Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are 
included  to  provide  additional  information  for  use  by  decision-makers.  Also  included  in  the 
FEIS/EIR  are  staff-initiated  text  changes  and  errata. 

Persons  commenting  on  the  DEIS/DEIR  and  their  respective  letter  numbers  are: 

Agency  or  Commentor 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI) 
California  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans) 
California  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 
United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  IX 
California  Historical  Resources  Information  System 
State  of  California  -  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Recreation  and  Park  Department 


Letter 
Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 
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12.0  Responses  to  Comments 


Letter 
Number 


Agency  or  Commentor 


8  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  -  Police  Department 

9  California  Department  of  Conservation   -   Office   of  Governmental  and 
Environmental  Relations 

10  CALFOX,  Inc. 

1 1  Sue  C.  Hestor,  Attorney  At  Law 

12  Private  Parties  in  support  of  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative 

12-la  Allen  Thomas,  Thomas  Swan  Sign  Company 

12- lb  Chip  Conley,  President,  Joie  De  Vivre  Hotels,  Inc. 

12-lc  Charles  L.  Smith  III,  General  Partner,  Minot  Light  Development 

12- Id  L.  Wayne  Batmale,  President,  Bay  Area  Rentals 

12-le  Jean  Zarka  Brooks,  Executive  Director,  St.  Anthony  Foundation 

12- If  Anthea  McGoldrick,  Vice  President,  Grosvenor  Bus  Lines,  Inc. 

12- lg  J.T.  Jay  Benjamin,  Property  Owner,  Moss  Lighting 

12-lh  Thelma  A.  Moss,  Owner,  Moss  Lighting 

12-li   Rene  M.  Medina,  President,  Lucky  Tours 

12-lj    Robert  F.  Begley,  Executive  Director,  Hotel  Council  of  San  Francisco 

12- lk  Angela  Yee,  Executive  Director,  Renoir  Hotel 

12-11  Ralph  Y.  Lee,  CHA,  General  Manager,  Ramada  Hotel 

12-  lm  Marty  Cedes,  Director  of  Marketing,  Reneson  Hotel  Group 

13  Reporter's  Transcript  of  Proceedings 

Joint  Meeting  -  City  Planning  Commission/Redevelopment  Agency/ 
Federal  General  Services  Administration 

13-  la  Lou  Batmale,  Bay  Area  Car  Rental  and  Truck  Rental 

13- lb  Carolyn  Diamond,  Executive  Director  of  the  Market  Street  Association, 

13-lc  Jonathan  Gould,  Holiday  Inn,  Civic  Center 

13-  Id  Amelita  Pascual,  Executive  Director  of  the  South  of  Market  Foundation 

13- le  Marty  Cerles,  Reneson  Hotel  Group 
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12.0  Responses  to  Comments 


Letter 
Number 


Agency  or  Commentor 

13- If  Norman  Onaga,  General  Manager,  Reneson  Hotel  Group 

13- Ig  Arlene  Flynn,  President  of  the  Reneson  Hotel  Group 

13-lh  Elvia  Santos,  Cafe  Do  Brasil 

13-li  Anna  Yee,  SOMPSC 

13-lj  John  Elbering,  Executive  Vice  President  of  G.P.  Todco,  Inc. 

13- lk  Steve  Raymond,  Renoir  Hotel 

13-11  Nathaniel  Berkowitz,  UN  Plaza/Mid  Market  Street  Associates 

13-lm  Mark  Rennie,  SOMA  Foundation  and  South  of  Market  Business 
Association 

13-ln  Lt.  Stephen  Tacchini,  S.F.  Police  Department,  Southern  Police  District 
13- lo  Jay  Benjamin,  Moss  Properties 

13-lp  Jerry  Clark,  Natoma  Neighborhood  Assoc. /Y erba  Buena  Neighborhood 
Council 

13-lq  Kelly  Cullen,  St.  Bonifice 

13-2    Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride  Group  at  Civic  Center 

13-5    John  Elbering,  Executive  Vice  President  of  G.P.  Todco,  Inc. 

13-7    Stan  Panovich,  Oddfellows  Building 

13-8    Sue  Hestor,  Attorney 

13-9    Lt.  Stephen  Tocchini,  San  Francisco  Police  Department 
13-10  Jerry  Clark,  Natoma  Neighborhood  Association 
13-1 1  Kelly  Cullen,  St.  Bonifice 
13-12  Gerry  Levine,  Planning  Commissioner 
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IF  FLSNhING  DE?t  -1153386^26 
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To: 

Through: 

From: 

Subject: 

Date: 


MEMORANDUM 


Barbara  Sahm,  Office  of  Environmental  Revie 


Arnold  Baker,  Chief  of  Staff   ,  y  ■ 
Kathy  Gilbert.  Dep.  Dir  of  Operations  ^XjJzl 
Peter  Straus,  Dir.  of  Service  Planning  y/ 

.)  V 
James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner  JJ^M**4 

San  Francisco  Federal  Building  Draft  EIR,  94.157E 
26  Apr.  '96 


LETTER  1 


SS. 
3.12-4 


In  response  to  your  request  for  comment  on  the  PDEIR  for  the  San  Francisco  Federal 
Building,  the  following  are  from  the  Municipal  Railway  Service  Planning  staff: 


Comment 

San  Francisco  Municipal  "Transit"  -  The  8-Market  trolley  coach  service  was 
discontinued  in  Jan.  '96,  after  the  start-up  of  the  F-Market  historic  streetcar 
service  on  Market  Street.  The  21 -Hayes  also  offers  transit  service  in  the 
Market  Street  corridor  from  the  Ferry  Building  and  the  Western  Edition. 

It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  five  (5)  Muni  Metro  lines  (J,K,L,M  and  N)  and 
BART  share  four  Market  Street  subway  stations  (Embarcadero,  Montgomery, 
Powell  and  Civic  Center). 

Lastly,  the  correct  name  of  our  agency  is  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway. 

Transit  Impacts  -  The  report  analyzes  distribution  and  the  impact  of  general 
levels  of  development  based  an  aggregate  (averaged)  load  factor  for  all  bus 
lines  within  the  area.  However,  Muni  utilizes  a  cumulative  approach  whereby 
63  new  passengers  equate  to  one  standard  coach  of  service.  Two  Hundred  and 
Forty  Six  (246)  new  PM  outbound  riders  would  equate  to  almost  four  (4) 
coaches  of  demand.  It  is  the  opinion  of  Muni  staff  that  the  latter  gives  a  better 
estimate  of  transit  service  associated  with  particular  levels  of  development. 
Therefore,  staff  cannot  accept  the  finding  of  no  significant  impact. 

In  fact  a  large  increase  in  PM  peak  demand  would  necessitate  a  complementary 
increase  in  funding  to  increase  vehicle  hours  and  such  an  increase  is  a  project 
impact  which  would  require  mitigation. 
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4.12-7  Transit  Impacts  (com.)  •  We  note  if  this  were  a  private  project,  the  Transit 

Development  Impact  Fee  (TDIF)  Ordinance  would  require  a  payment  to  the 
City  to  mitigate  these  impacts.  As  a  federal  project,  the  City  cannot  require 
this  payment.  However,  consideration  should  be  given  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  to  requesting  an  in  lieu  payment. 


cc:      J  Levine 
K  Gilbert 

PS,  JDL,  SP  Chron 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Letter  1 

James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway  (MUNI) 

April  26,  1996 

1-1  Commentor  notes  several  modifications  and  corrections  to  transit  information  supplied  in 
the  DEIS/EIR. 

Response.  These  have  been  corrected  in  the  text  (page  3.12-4  and  3.12-5).  The  changes 
do  not  affect  any  conclusions  in  the  document  regarding  environmental  impacts. 

1-2  The  commentor  states  that  MUNI  approaches  transit  analysis  in  a  different  manner  than  as 
in  this  EIS/EIR.  The  commentor  states  that,  therefore,  MUNI  staff  cannot  accept  the 
conclusion  of  no  significant  impact.  Commentor  states  that  a  large  increase  in  pm  peak 
demand  would  necessitate  a  complementary  increase  in  funding  and  such  an  increase  is  an 
impact  requiring  mitigation. 

Response.  The  Commentor  is  correct  that  this  EIS/EIR  did  not  use  the  MUNI  cumulative 
approach  but  instead  a  screen  line  approach.  The  screen  line  based  analysis  is  used 
because,  while  it  is  not  possible  to  accurately  predict  which  transit  lines  future  transit 
riders  will  use,  the  corridors  future  transit  riders  will  travel  can  be  projected.  It  may  be 
assumed  that  if  a  rider  desired  to  take  one  line  that  was  operating  at  or  above  capacity 
he/she  might  switch  to  another  line,  within  the  same  corridor,  that  was  operating  below 
capacity.  The  screen  line  analysis  gives  a  more  accurate  prediction  of  overall  MUNI 
operations  than  a  line-by-line  analysis. 

As  noted  on  EIS/EIR  page  4. 12-7,  the  project  would  generate  a  total  of  about  273  MUNI 
trips,  246  outbound  and  27  inbound  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  These  would  be 
distributed  over  approximately  23  MUNI  lines  serving  the  site  including  MUNI,  metro, 
cross  and  downtown  routes.  They  would  not  be  concentrated  on  any  one  line  in  any  one 
direction,  nor  would  they  all  occur  at  the  same  time  within  the  peak  hour.  The  EIS/EIR 
concluded  that  since  most  routes  serving  the  sites  are  operating  at  less  than  capacity  load 
factors,  these  project  trips  can  be  absorbed  with  no  significant  impacts  to  MUNI 
operations  or  levels  of  service. 

This  does  not  mean  that  the  project  impacts  would  not  be  perceptible.  The  project  would 
contribute  to  crowding  at  some  times  but  this  would  not  rise  to  the  level  of  a  significant 
impact.  The  transit  analysis  examined  impacts  conservatively  and  accounted  for  the  day- 
to-day  fluctuations  of  passenger  loads. 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


1-3      Commentor  notes  that  a  private  project  of  this  type  would  be  required  to  pay  transit 
impact  fees. 

Response.  The  Transit  Impact  Development  Fee  ordinance  (section  163  of  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Code)  requires  developers  of  private  office  projects  to  pay  this  fee.  It 
does  not  require  this  fee  for  government  office  space  development.  As  the  Commentor 
correctly  notes,  the  Federal  Government  cannot  be  compelled  to  pay  impact  fees.  This 
rule  stems  from  the  Supremacy  Clause  of  the  United  States  Constitution  (See  U.S.  Const. 
Art.  VI,  CI.  12)  which  prevents  the  City  of  San  Francisco  from  taxing  the  Federal 
Government.  Moreover,  the  Government  is  not  authorized  to  voluntarily  pay  the  impact 
fees  unless  such  obligation  is  first  expressly  allowed  by  Congress.  (See  U.S.  Const.  Art  I, 
Section  9,  CI. 7). 

As  discussed  above,  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  transit.  In 
addition,  most  of  the  persons  to  be  employed  in  the  new  Federal  Building  currently  work 
in  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  Therefore,  it  is  likely  that  many  of  these  employees  are 
already  using  San  Francisco  public  transit  would  not  be  new  transit  users. 

Further,  the  Federal  Government's  ridesharing  program  would  reduce  impacts  to  transit  as 
well  as  to  traffic.  Federal  Property  Management  Regulations,  41  CFR  101-6.300,  define 
the  Federal  Government's  program  for  the  development  of  ridesharing  at  federally  owned 
or  operated  facilities. 
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LETTER  2 


STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA— 8USINESS.  TRANSPORTATION  AND  HOUSING  AGENCY 


TETE  WILSON  Governor 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TRANSPORTATION 

BOX  23660 

OAKLAND.  CA  94623-0660 
|(510)  286-4444 
TDD  (510)  286-4454 

May  30, 1996 


SF-101-4.54 
SCH#  96042056 
SF101088 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens,  Asset  Manager  (9PT) 

U.S.  General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  U.S.  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

SUBJECT:     SAN  FRANCISCO  FEDERAL  BUILDING  -  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement/ Report  (DEIS/R) 

Dear  Ms.  Byrens: 

Thank  you  for  including  the  State  of  California  Department  of 
Transportation  (Caltrans)  in  the  environmental  review  process  for  the  above- 
referenced  project.  We  forward  the  following  comments: 

a)  The  analysis  performed  on  the  intersections  shown  in  Appendix 
F  were  for  pm  peak  period  conditions  only.  In  addition  to  level  of 
service  calculations  for  the  am  peak,  this  analysis  should  include  a 
cumulative  analysis  to  evaluate  the  operation  of  the  intersections  with 
other  projects  proposed  for  construction  in  that  area.  Other  projects 
scheduled  for  construction  at  the  same  time  include—most  notably,  the 
Central  Freeway  project  and  the  West  Approach  project.  Large 
volumes  of  detour  traffic  may  be  simultaneously  utilizing  these 
intersections  in  both  the  am  and  pm  peak  periods.  Please  provide  us 
with  this  analysis  for  our  review. 

b)  On  Page  3.12-1,  the  description  of  U.S.  Highway  101  should  be 
corrected  to  read  Highway  101  ramps  serving  the  site  are  the  Mission 
Street/South  Van  Ness  ramps  or  the  Ninth  and  Tenth  Streets  ramps  at 
Bryant  Street.  Highway  101  terminates  as  a  freeway  at  Fell  Street. 
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Byrens/SF101088 
May  30,  1996 
Page  2 


c) 


On  Page  3.12-3  the  following  additions  should  be  made: 

Market  Street  description  should  also  state  To  1-80  EB  on-ramp. 
Ninth  Street  should  state  From  1-80  WB  off-ramp  and  US  101 
NB  off-ramp. 

South  Van  Ness  Avenue  directions  to  US  101/1-80  on-ramp 
should  have  a  directional  arrow  pointing  south.  There  should 
also  be  a  directional  arrow  pointing  north  that  says  From  US 
101/1-80  off  ramp. 

have  any  questions  regarding  these  comments,  please  feel  free  to 
Jackson  of  my  staff  at  (510)  286-5587. 


Sincerely, 


JOE  BROWNE 
District  Director 


PHILLIP  BADAL 
District  Branch  Chief 
IGR/CEQA 


cc: 


Mike  Chiriatti 


12-10 


12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Letter  2 

Joe  Browne,  District  Director 

State  of  California  -  Department  of  Transportation 

May  30,  1996 

2-1  Commentor  requests  that  a.m.  peak  hour  conditions  be  analyzed  and  that  further 
cumulative  analysis  be  conducted  taking  into  consideration  other  projects  scheduled  for 
construction  at  the  same  time. 

Response.  Environmental  reporting  uses  the  p.m.  peak  hour  for  analysis.  This  is  the  most 
conservative  case,  as  the  greatest  traffic  occurs  at  this  time.  A  cumulative  analysis  was 
performed  for  future  traffic  conditions.  A  growth  rate  was  applied  to  existing  counts  in 
order  to  simulate  ABAG's  year  2010  cumulative  conditions.  The  2010  cumulative 
forecasts  are  assumed  to  include  all  other  development  projects  that  would  generate  traffic 
and  impact  the  study  area  with  the  exception  of  the  project  and  the  State  Office  Building. 
Traffic  projections  for  these  two  projects  were,  therefore,  added  to  the  2010  cumulative 
forecasts  to  estimate  2010  traffic  conditions  and  the  analysis  considered  other  projects 
under  formal  review,  approved  or  under  construction  in  the  study  area. 

It  is  acknowledged  that  the  Central  Freeway  project  may  impact  the  study  area,  but  the 
exact  design  of  the  replacement  (if  any)  of  the  Central  Freeway  is  still  under  study.  (When 
the  Draft  EIS/EIR  was  prepared,  the  options  for  the  Central  Freeway  project  were  still 
under  discussion.)  At  the  time  of  the  Final  EIS/EIR  preparation,  the  Central  Freeway  was 
undergoing  extensive  alteration.  In  August  of  1996,  both  the  upper  and  the  lower  decks 
were  closed  and  the  upper  deck  was  being  removed. 

Prior  to  closing  the  freeway,  the  City  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  conducted 
24  hour  traffic  counts  on  downtown  streets  which  were  expected  to  receive  increased 
traffic  due  to  the  closures  (Jerry  Robbins,  DPT,  oral  communication,  October  1996). 
Streets  counted  which  are  relevant  to  this  study  include  Seventh,  Eighth,  Ninth,  and 
Tenth.  Another  count  was  taken  shortly  after  the  closure.  The  second  count  was  taken 
long  enough  after  closure  to  allow  drivers  to  find  the  routes,  after  initial  experimentation, 
that  they  prefer.  The  dates  of  counts  provided  by  the  City  were  not  given,  but  were  taken 
during  the  weekday.  The  following  table  compares  the  two  counts. 


24-Hour  Average  Before  and  After  Closure  of  the  Central  Freeway 


Below  Mission  Street 

Before  (ADT) 

After  (ADT) 

Difference 

*/•  Increase 

Seventh  Street 

18,924 

23,020 

4,096 

22% 

Eighth  Street 

23,863 

33,957 

10,094 

42% 

Ninth  Street 

35,660 

46,642 

10,982 

30% 

Tenth  Street 

23,879 

35,930 

12,051 

50% 

Source:  Jerry  Robbins,  DPT,  oral  communication,  October  1 996. 


According  to  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  prior  to  closure  public  concern  had  been  raised 
about  the  impacts  to  local  traffic  after  closure.  Several  City  Department  of  Parking  and 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 

Traffic  members  observed  the  streets  during  peak  hour  periods  after  closure  and 
concluded  that  the  streets  functioned  reasonably  (Robbins,  oral  communication,  October 
1996).  While  the  closing  of  this  roadway  is  causing  an  increase  in  traffic  along  these 
routes,  this  is  essentially  a  short-term  impact  (i.e.,  it  is  not  a  permanent  condition).  Once 
the  Central  Freeway  or  other  alternative  route  is  constructed,  traffic  congestion  would  be 
alleviated. 

Regarding  the  West  Approach  project,  this  is  an  earthquake  retrofit  and  will  be  completed 
before  the  cumulative  time  frame  of  the  EIS/EIR,  and  would  result  in  no  long-term 
capacity  changes.  According  to  Caltrans,  the  West  Approach  project  will  commence  in 
1998  and  take  up  to  3  years  to  complete  (2001).  The  analysis  year  for  the  EIS/EIR  is 
2010.  The  principal  impacts  of  the  West  Approach  retrofit  would  result  from  conflicts 
during  construction  phases  (Jackson,  Alice,  Caltrans,  oral  communication,  October  1996). 

2-2      Commentor  notes  incorrect  descriptions  of  Highway  101  ramps  serving  the  site. 

Response.  Text  and  graphic  changes  have  been  made  to  reflect  noted  corrections. 
Highway  101  ramps  serving  the  site  are  the  Mission  Street/South  Van  Ness  ramps  or  the 
Ninth  and  Tenth  Street  ramps  at  Bryant  Street.  Highway  101  terminates  as  a  freeway  at 
Fell  Street.  See  page  3.12-1  for  revisions. 

2-3  Commentor  notes  several  revisions/clarifications  to  be  made  to  page  3.12-3  (Figure  3.12- 
2).  These  add  information  regarding  the  local  area  street  network,  especially  in  regards  to 
freeway  access. 

Response.  Changes  have  been  made  in  accordance  with  the  comment.  Refer  to  page 
3.12-3  (Figure  3.12-2).  Specifically,  reference  was  made  on  the  figure  to  Market  Street 
showing  1-80  eastbound  on-ramp;  Ninth  Street  showing  1-80  westbound  off-ramp  and  US 
101  on-ramp;  and  South  Van  Ness  Avenue  with  US  101/1-80  on-ramp.  A  directional 
arrow  has  also  been  added  showing  Mission  Street  as  access  to  the  1-80  east  bound  on- 
ramp. 
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STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  -  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


PETE  WILSON.  Governo/- 


DEPARTMENT  OF  TOXIC  SUBSTANCES  CONTROL 


REGION  2 

700  HEINZ  AVE..  SUITE  200 
3ERKELEY.  CA  94710-2737 
510)  540-3843 


May  13,  1996 


Ms.   Joan  Byrens,  Asset  Manager  (9PT) 

U.S.   General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  U.S.  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,   California  94102-3400 

Dear  Ms .   Byrens : 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT /ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
SAN  FRANCISCO  FEDERAL  BUILDING  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  the  "Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
the  San  Francisco  Federal  Building,"  dated  April  11,   1996.  DTSC 
received  only  Volume  1  and  has  limited  its  review  of  this  Volume 
to  those  areas  under  our  jurisdiction. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 

1.  Based  upon  data  collected  from  properties  in  the  San 
Francisco  downtown  area,   soil  on  the  10th  and  Market 
Alternative  and  on  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  may 
contain  the  following  types  of  chemicals:     heavy  metals, 
polynuclear  aromatic  compounds,   pesticides,  polychlorinated 
biphenyls,   petroleum  hydrocarbons,   oil  and  grease.  In 
addition,   volatile  organic  compounds  and  other  chemicals  may 
be  present  due  to  past  operations  on  the  two  alternative 
locations  being  considered.     Therefore,   it  may  be 
appropriate  to  conduct  additional  soil  sampling  and 
potentially  groundwater  sampling  to  determine  whether  these 
chemicals  are  present  in  the  subsurface. 

2 .  Appropriate  health  and  safety  measures  must  be  taken  to 
protect  workers  on  the  property  and  on  surrounding 
properties  during  excavation  activities.     This  should 
include  appropriate  air  monitoring  to  ensure  that  workers  in 
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Ms.   Joan  Byrens 
May  13,  1996 
Page  Two 

and  around  the  property  are  adequately  protected.  Although 
the  report  mentions  the  use  of  health  and  safety 
precautions,    it  would  be  useful  to  specify  the  anticipated 
engineering  controls  and  health  and  safety  equipment  and 
procedures  proposed  to  address  potentially  significant 
impacts . 

3 .  Both  the  10th  and  Market  Alternative  and  the  7th  and  Mission 
Alternative  propose  to  excavate  sufficient  sand  and  soil  to 
construct  a  subterranean  parking  area.     The  excavated  soil 
must  be  handled  and  disposed  of  appropriately.  California 
regulates  a  greater  range  of  chemicals  as  hazardous 
substances  and/or  wastes  than  the  federal  government.  For 
example,   some  soil  analyses  from  nearby  properties  exceeded 
the  Soluble  Threshold  Limit  Concentration  for  lead  using 
California's  Waste  Extraction  Test,   but  did  not  exceed  the 
appropriate  regulatory  level  using  the  Toxicity 
Characteristic  Leaching  Potential  test.     Therefore,   the  soil 
from  these  properties  taken  offsite  for  disposal  was 
handled,    transported  and  disposed  of  as  a  California 
hazardous  waste.     Therefore,    it  may  be  app  opriate  to 
discuss  how  the  excavated  soil  will  be  handled  and  disposed 
of  in  this  report . 

4.  It  may  be  appropriate  to  acknowledge  that  it  may  not  be 
possible  to  remove  all  contamination  from  the  property 
selected.     This  would  not  preclude  development  of  the 
property.     Contamination  left  onsite  can  be  appropriately 
managed  to  ensure  that  inappropriate  exposure  to  these 
contaminants  does  not  occur. 

5.  It  may  be  appropriate  to  determine  chemical  levels  in  the 
groundwater  if  redevelopment  of  the  10th  and  Market  or  7th 
and  Mission  Alternative  is  selected.     As  excavation  and 
removal  of  60,000  cubic  yards  of  sand  and  top  soil  is 
anticipated,   groundwater  may  be  encountered  during 
excavation  for  the  construction  of  the  subterranean  parking 
area.     Please  clarify  whether  dewatering  is  anticipated.  If 
dewatering  is  required,   please  discuss  how  this  will  be 
conducted  and  where  the  water  will  be  stored. 


12-14 


Ms .   Joan  3yrens 
May  13,  1996 
Page  Three 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 

1.  Page  S-4,    last  paragraph.     Please  clarify  how  the  term 
"clean"   is  being  defined. 

o   Although  Bank  of  America  is  required  to  clean  up  the 

hazardous  wastes,   they  should  also  address  any  hazardous 
substances  present . 

o    It  may  be  appropriate  to  discuss  how  chemicals  in 

groundwater  above  regulatory  levels  would  be  addressed, 
if  encountered. 

2.  Page  S-12,   Hazardous  Substances. 

o   Additional  soil  and/or  groundwater  sampling  should  be 

conducted  at  the  property  approved  for  development,  prior 
to  development.     This  would  allow  development  of  the 
appropriate  health  and  safety  measures  required  for 
protection  of  onsite  construction  workers  and  the 
surrounding  community. 

o    Please  clarify  whether  groundwater  contamination  exists 
under  the  10th  and  Market  Street  property. 

o    Please  clarify  whether  dewatering  would  be  required  after 
construction  of  the  project  at  either  project  location. 

3.  Pages  3.13-7  through  3.13-10. 

o    It  may  be  appropriate  to  include  a  statement  indicating 
the  regulatory  agency  which  oversaw  the  tank  closure  and 
approved  the  cleanup. 

o    It  may  be  appropriate  to  indicate  whether  the  monitoring 
wells  are  still  present  at  the  10th  and  Market  property 
and  if  additional  data  has  been  collected  since  March 
1993  . 

DTSC  can  provide  assistance  and  oversight  for  characterization 
and  remediation  of  properties  containing  hazardous  substances  and 
wastes  through  our  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program.     I  have  enclosed  a 
fact  sheet  on  this  program  for  your  reference. 
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Ms .   Joan  Byrens 
May  13,  1996 
Page  Four 

Thank  you  once  again  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments 
on  this  document . 


enclosure 

cc:     Ms.   Pamela  Hollis 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 
Bureau  of  Toxics,   Health  and  Safety  Services 
101  Grove  Street 
San  Francisco,   California  94102 


Sincerely, 


Barbara  J.   Cook,    P.E.,  Chief 

North  Coast  Cleanup  Operations  Branch 
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California  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 


The  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program 


The  California  Environmental  Protection  Agencys  Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 
(DTSC)  has  introduced  a  streamlined  program  to  protect  human  health,  cleanup  the  environment  and 
get  property  back  to  productive  use.  Corporations,  real  estate  developers,  and  local  and  state  agencies 
entering  into  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program  agreements  will  be  able  to  restore  properties  quickly  and 
efficiently,  rather  than  having  their  projects  compete  for  DTSC's  limited  resources  with  other  low- 
priority  hazardous  waste  sites.  This  fact  sheet  describes  how  the  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program  works. 

Prior  to  .initiation  of  the  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program,  project  proponents  had  few  options  for  DTSC 
involvement  in  cleaning  up  low-risk  sites.  DTSCs  statutory  mandate  is  to  identify,  prioritize,  manage 
and  cleanup  sites  where  releases  of  hazardous  substances  have  occurred.  For  years,  the  mandate  meant 
that,  if  the  site  presented  grave  threat  to  public  health  or  the  environment,  then  it  was  listed  on  the  State 
Superfund  list  and  the  parties  responsible  conducted  the  cleanup  under  an  enforcement  order,  or  DTSC 
used  state  funds  to  do  so.  Because  of  staff  resource  limitations,  DTSC  was  unable  to  provide  oversight 
at  sites  which  posed  lesser  risk  or  had  lower  priority. 

DTSC  long  ago  recognized  that  no  ones  interests  are  served  by  leaving  sites  contaminated  and 
unusable.  The  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program  allows  motivated  parties  who  are  able  to  fund  the  cleanup  - 
-  and  DTSCs  oversight  —  to  move  ahead  at  their  own  speed  to  investigate  and  remediate  their  sites. 
DTSC  has  found  that  working  cooperatively  with  willing  and  able  project  proponents  is  a  more  efficient 
and  cost-effective  approach  to  site  investigation  and  cleanup.  There  are  four  steps  to  this  process: 

V  Eligibility  and  Application 
V"  Negotiating  the  Agreement 

V  Site  Activities 

V"  Certification  and  Property  Restoration 
The  rest  of  this  fact  sheet  describes  those  steps  and  gives  DTSC  contacts. 
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The  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program 


Step  1:  Eligibility  and  Application 

Most  sites  are  eligible.  The  main  exclusions  are  if  the  site  is  listed  as  a  Federal  or  State  Superfund 
site,  is  a  military  facility,  or  if  it  falls  outside  of  DTSC's  jurisdiction,  as  in  the  case  where  a  site 
contains  only  petroleum  products  or  waste.  Another  possible  limitation  is  if  another  agency  currently 
has  oversight,  e.g.,  a  county  (for  underground  storage  tanks),  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control 
Board  (for  contamination  that  is  primar"y  limited  to  groundwater)-,  etc.  The  current  oversight  agency 
must  consent  to  transfer  the  cleanup  responsibilities  to  DTSC  before  the  proponent  can  enter  into  a 
Voluntary  Cleanup  Program  agreement.  Additionally,  DTSC  can  enter  into  an  agreement  to  work  on  a 
specified  element  of  a  cleanup  (risk  assessment  or  public  participation,  for  example),  if  the  primary 
oversight  agency  gives  its  consent.  The  standard  application  is  attached  to  this  fact  sheet. 

If  neither  of  these  exclusions  apply,  the  proponent  submits  an  application  to  DTSC,  providing 
details  about  site  conditions,  proposed  land  use  and  potential  community  concerns.  No  fee  is  required 
to  apply  for  the  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program. 


Step  2:  Negotiating  the  Agreement 

Once  DTSC  accepts  the  application,  the  proponent  meets  with  experienced  DTSC  professionals  to 
negotiate  the  agreement.  The  agreement  can  range  from  services  for  an  initial  site  assessment,  to 
oversight  and  certification  of  a  full  site  cleanup,  based  on  the  proponent's  financial  and  scheduling 
objectives. 

The  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program  agreement  specifies  the  estimated  DTSC  costs,  scheduling  for  the 
project,  and  DTSC  services  to  be  provided.  Because  every  project  must  meet  the  same  legal  and 
technical  cleanup  requirements  as  do  State  Superfund  sites,  and  because  DTSC  staff  provide  oversight, 
the  proponent  is  assured  that  the  project  will  be  completed  in  an  environmentally  sound  manner. 

In  the  agreement,  DTSC  retains  its  authority  to  take  enforcement  action  if,  during  the  investigation 
or  cleanup,  it  determines  that  the  site  presents  a  serious  health  threat,  and  proper  and  timely  action  is 
not  otherwise  being  taken.  The  agreement  also  allows  the  project  proponent  to  terminate  the  Voluntary 
Cleanup  Program  agreement  with  30  days  written  notice  if  they  are  not  satisfied  that  it  is  meeting  their 
needs. 


Step  3:  Site  Activities 

Prior  to  beginning  any  work,  the  proponent  must  have:  signed  the  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program 
agreement;  made  the  advance  payment;  and  committed  to  paying  all  project  costs,  including  those 
associated  with  DTSCs  oversight.  The  project  manager  will  track  the  project  to  make  sure  that  DTSC 
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is  on  schedule  and  within  budget.  DTSC  will  bill  its  costs  quarterly  so  that  large,  unexpected  balances 
will  not  occur. 

Once  the  proponent  and  DTSC  have  entered  into  a  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program  agreement,  initial 
site  assessment,  site  investigation  or  cleanup  activities  may  begin.  The  proponent  will  find  that  DTSCs 
staff  includes  experts  in  every  vital  area.  The  assigned  project  manager  is  either  a  highly-qualified 
Hazardous  Substances  Scientist  or  Hazardous  Substances  Engineer.  That  project  manager  has  the 
support  of  well-trained  DTSC  toxicologists,  geologists,  industrial  hygienists  and  specialists  in  public 
involvement. 

The  project  manager  may  call  on  any  of  these  specialists  to  join  the  team,  providing  guidance, 
review,  comment  and,  as  necessary,  approval  of  individual  documents  and  other  work  products.  That 
team  will  also  coordinate  with  other  agencies,  as  appropriate,  and  will  offer  assistance  in  complying 
with  other  laws,  such  as  the  Resource  Conservation  a  xi  Recovery  Act, 


Step  4:  Certification  and  Property  Restoration 

When  remediation  is  complete,  DTSC  will  issue  either  a  site  certification  of  completion  or  a  "No 
Further  Action"  letter,  depending  on  the  project  circumstances.  Either  means  that  what  was,  "The 
Site,"  is  now  property  that  is  ready  for  productive  economic  use. 
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CALIFORNIA  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 
DEPARTMENT  OF  TOXIC  SUBSTANCES  CONTROL 
SITE  MITIGATION  STATEWIDE  CLEANUP  OPERATIONS 

VOLUNTARY  CLEANUP  PROGRAM  APPLICATION 


The  purpose  of  this  application  is  to  obtain  information  necessary  to  determine  the  eligibility  of  the  site  for  acceptance 
into  the  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program.  Please  use  additional  pages,  as  necessary,  to  complete  your  responses. 


SECTION  1 


PROPONENT  INFORMATION 


Proponent  Name 


Principal  Contact  Name 


Phone      (  ) 


Address 


Proponent's  relationship  to  site 


Brief  statement  of  why  the  proponent  is  interested  in  DTSC  services  related  to  site 


SECTION  2 


SITE  INFORMATION 


Is  this  site  listed  on  Calsites?  □  Yes 

If  Yes,  provide  specific  name  and  number  as  listed 


□  No 


Name  of  Site 


Address 


City 


County 


ZIP 


(Please  attach  a  copy  of  an  appropriate  map  page) 


DTSC  3/95 
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SECTION  2  SITE  INFORMATION  (continued) 


Current  Owner 

Name   

Address  

Phone       (  )  

Background:  Previous  Business  Operations 

Name  .  

Type   

Years  of  Operation   

If  known,  list  all  previous  businesses  operating  on  this  property 


What  hazardous  substances/wastes  have  been  associated  with  the  site? 


What  environmental  media  is/was/may  be  contaminated? 

□  Soil  □  Air  o  Groundwater  □   Surface  water 

Has  sampling  or  other  investigation  been  conducted?  □  Yes  □  No 

Specify 


If  Yes,  what  hazardous  substances  have  been  detected  and  what  were  their  maximum  concentrations? 
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SECTION  2  SITE  INFORMATION  (continued) 


Are'any  Federal,  State  or  Local  regulatory  agencies  currently  involved  with  the  site? 
If  Yes,  state  the  involvement,  and  give  contact  names  and  telephone  numbers 


□  Yes 


□  No 


Agency 


Involvement 


Contact  Name 


Phone 


What  is  the  future  proposed  use  of  the  site? 


What  oversight  service  is  being  requested  of  the  Department? 

□  PEA         □    RI/FS        □    Removal  Action      □    Remedial  Action  □    RAP         □  Certification 

□  Other  (describe  the  proposed  project) 


Is  there  currently  a  potential  of  exposure  of  the  community  or  workers  to  hazardous  substances  at  the  site? 
□  Yes  □  No  If  Yes,  explain 


SECTION  3  COMMUNITY  PROFILE  INFORMATION 

Describe  the  site  property  (include  approximate  size) 


Describe  the  surrounding  land  use  (including  proximity  to  residential  housing,  schools,  churches,  etc.) 


Describe  the  visibility  of  activities  on  the  site  to  neighbors 


DTSC  3/95 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Letter  3 

Barbara  J.  Cook,  P.E.,  Chief 
North  Coast  Cleanup  Operations  Branch 
Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 
May  13, 1996 

3-1  Commentor  notes  the  possible  presence  of  soil  and  groundwater  contaminants  at  both  the 
Tenth  and  Market  and  Seventh  and  Mission  sites,  suggesting  further  sampling  be 
conducted. 

Response.  Further  sampling  is  included  as  a  mitigation  measure  in  the  DEIS/EIR  (see  4- 
13(A)-4  at  pages  4.13-3  to  4.13-5  and  4.13  (B)-l  at  pages  4.13-6  to  4.13-7).  Both  sites 
will  require  the  implementation  of  a  Phase  II  investigation,  in  order  to  characterize  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  contamination.  The  mitigation  measures  for  both  sites  have  been 
further  clarified  to  clearly  identify  the  intent  to  proceed  with  a  Phase  II  Environmental 
Assessment.  The  Phase  II  investigation  will  be  undertaken  prior  to  GSA's  acquiring  the 
site.  Further,  GSA  will  require  a  "closure  letter"  from  any  applicable  agencies  prior  to 
accepting  the  site.  Commentor's  support  for  this  mitigation  measure  is  noted  for  decision 
makers. 

Commentor  is  correct  in  noting  the  possible  presence  of  contamination  at  both  sites. 
However,  commentor  has  overstated  the  types  of  contamination  that  may  be  present.  The 
Phase  I  ESA  (Baseline,  January  1994)  for  the  10th  and  Market  Alternative  indicates  that 
heavy  metals,  volatile  organic  compounds  (VOCs),  polycyclic  aromatic  hydrocarbons 
(PAHs),  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons  (i.e.,  gasoline,  diesel  fuel,  waste  oil)  may  be  present 
at  the  site.  Pesticides  and  polychlorinated  biphenyls  (PCBs),  are  not  likely  contaminants 
according  to  the  information  specific  to  this  site  collected  under  the  Phase  I  ESA.  PCB's 
may  be  associated  with  light  fixtures  and  indoor  equipment,  but  it  is  unlikely  that  PCB's 
were  released  into  the  subsurface. 

The  Phase  I  ESA  (Baseline,  May  1995)  for  the  7th  and  Mission  Alternative  indicates  that 
heavy  metals,  VOCs,  PAHs,  and  petroleum  hydrocarbons  may  be  present  at  the  site.  The 
Phase  I  ESA  did  not  reveal  pesticides  or  PCB's  as  potential  contaminants  requiring  further 
assessment. 

The  available  data  suggest  the  following  analyses  should  be  performed  on  soil  and  ground 
water  at  both  sites:  EPA  Method  8240  (VOCs),  EPA  Method  8270  (semi-volatile  organic 
compounds),  EPA  Method  6010  (heavy  metals  by  Inductively-Coupled  Plasma 
Spectroscopy),  and  EPA  Method  8015  (total  petroleum  hydrocarbons).  Sampling  will  be 
modified  as  necessary  in  response  to  information  developed  over  the  course  of  the  Phase 
II  investigation. 

3-2  Commentor  suggests  the  need  for  appropriate  health  and  safety  measures  during 
construction  and  excavation,  and  asks  that  they  be  specified. 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Response.  The  Phase  II  investigation  of  hazardous  materials  will  result  in  the 
determination  of  appropriate  measures  for  health  and  safety  during  any  remediation  and 
construction  of  the  project.  The  project  construction  contracts  will  include  specifications 
for  health  and  safety  plans  which  will  require  worker  protection  and  appropriate  levels  of 
hazardous  materials  monitoring,  as  stated  on  the  EIS/EIR  pages  4.13-3  to  4.13-7.  These 
plans  will  be  prepared  after  the  foundation  design  is  complete  in  conjunction  with 
construction  techniques  and  methods.  This  allows  flexibility  to  consider  actual  conditions 
encountered  on  site,  which  could  differ  from  expected  conditions. 

The  health  and  safety  procedures  and  protocols  described  in  the  health  and  safety  plan  are 
site-specific  and  based  on  the  type  of  work  performed  and  the  nature  of  the  contaminants 
present.  A  health  and  safety  program  cannot  be  developed  until  the  foundation  design  and 
Phase  II  Environmental  Site  Assessment  (ESA)  tasks  are  completed.  The  specific 
construction  activities  and  the  nature  and  concentrations  of  contaminants  are  the  basis  of 
health  and  safety  planning.  For  example,  air  monitoring  procedures  can't  be  developed 
until  site  contaminants  have  been  identified  and  the  proper  monitoring  equipment 
specified.  The  method  of  air  monitoring  would  depend  on  the  method  of  construction 
used.  It  should  be  noted  that  a  health  and  safety  plan  would  also  be  required  for 
implementation  of  the  Phase  II  ESA. 

3-3  Commentor  requests  a  discussion  of  how  excavated  soil  will  be  handled  and  disposed  of, 
especially  if  it  contains  hazardous  materials  in  excess  of  legal  limits,  asserting  that 
California  regulates  a  greater  number  of  chemicals  as  hazardous  than  does  the  Federal 
Government. 

Response.  Excavated  soil  which  contains  hazardous  materials  in  excess  of  legal  limits  will 
be  handled  in  accordance  with  a  Hazardous  Materials  Management  Plan  addressed  in 
mitigation  measure  4.13(A)-4f  and  4.13(B)-lb.  The  EIS/EIR  presents  this  and  other 
mitigation  measures  (pages  4.13-1  to  4.13-7)  designed  to  manage  the  handling  of  any 
hazardous  materials  encountered  on  site. 

"Hazardous  waste"  is  defined  by  Federal  and  State  regulations.  These  definitions  are 
similar,  but  contain  some  differences,  notably  the  use  of  the  Waste  Extraction  Test  (WET) 
rather  than  Toxicity  Characteristic  Leaching  Procedures  (TCLP).  Hazardous  waste 
should  be  defined  in  accordance  with  regulations  promulgated  by  the  State  of  California  in 
the  California  Code  of  Regulation  (CCR),  Title  22.  In  addition,  on  occasion,  local 
jurisdictions  may  add  local  requirements  to  the  definition,  The  regulations  of  the 
applicable  jurisdiction  will  be  followed. 

3-4  Commentor  suggests  that  it  is  appropriate  to  acknowledge  that  it  may  not  be  possible  to 
remove  all  contamination  from  the  site,  noting  that  this  would  not  preclude  development 
of  the  site,  and  that  appropriate  measures  can  be  implemented  to  ensure  inappropriate 
exposure  does  not  occur. 
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Response.  The  comment  is  acknowledged.  The  presence  of  hazardous  materials  will 
require  an  appropriate  response  under  the  law.  It  is  anticipated  that  excavation  activities 
would  remove  most  contaminated  soils  from  the  site.  As  noted  in  response  3-3,  excavated 
soils  will  be  handled  in  accordance  with  applicable  laws  and  regulations.  In  addition,  the 
construction  contracts  will  specify  requirements  for  the  disposition  of  any  hazardous 
materials  encountered  at  the  site,  including  appropriate  management  of  any  contamination 
left  on  site,  to  ensure  that  exposure  to  such  contaminants  does  not  occur.  This 
management  could  include  capping  the  site. 

If  any  contamination  remains  on  the  site,  building  design  would  ensure  that  such 
contamination  is  adequately  encapsulated  and  persons  are  not  exposed  during  the 
operation  of  the  facility.  In  the  event  of  a  transfer  of  the  property,  future  owners  would  be 
given  notice  of  any  known  potential  contamination  remaining  on  the  site,  or  a  deed 
restriction  would  be  recorded  for  the  property.  The  mitigation  measures  are  outlined  on 
pages  4.13-2  to  4.13-7  for  both  sites. 

The  presence  of  soil  and/or  ground  water  contamination  at  a  site  does  not  necessarily 
mean  there  are  adverse  human  or  ecological  health  risks  associated  with  the  remaining 
contamination.  Health  risk  assessment  procedures  have  been  developed  to  assess  human 
and  ecological  health  risks.  If  contamination  is  left  in  place,  a  health  risk  assessment  could 
be  performed  to  evaluate  methods  for  managing  the  risk.  The  management  of  the  risk 
could  involve  no  further  action  (no  risk),  in-situ  remedial  measures,  or  use  of  engineering 
controls  to  minimize  exposure. 

3-5      Commentor  notes  that  dewatering  may  be  required  during  excavation  and  requests  a 
discussion  of  how  it  will  be  conducted  and  where  the  water  will  be  stored. 

Response.  The  Tenth  and  Market  site  is  approximately  ten  feet  above  the  groundwater 
table,  and  therefore  it  is  likely  that  dewatering  for  the  project  development  will  be  required 
(Baseline,  January  1994).  The  Baseline  report  is  contained  in  Appendix  G,  Volume  II  of 
this  EIS/EIR.  Groundwater  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  is  approximately  21  feet 
below  the  surface  (Baseline,  May  1995).  It  is  likely  that  groundwater  will  be  encountered 
during  excavation  and  dewatering  will  be  required.  Groundwater  will  be  handled  in 
accordance  with  the  San  Francisco  industrial  disposal  regulations,  the  San  Francisco 
Industrial  Waste  Ordinance.  Generally,  clean  water  would  be  disposed  of  by  way  of  an 
appropriate  treatment  plant.  Sediment  removal  may  be  required.  Water  will  be  tested  for 
contamination  and  if  found  to  be  in  excess  of  standards  it  will  require  hauling  and 
treatment  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations  [these  are  cited  and  discussed  below  in 
the  third  paragraph  of  this  response].  The  mitigation  measures  are  outlined  on  pages  4.13- 
2  to  4.13-7  for  both  sites. 

Dewatering  could  be  done  during  construction  or  operation  of  the  building.  In  either  case, 
the  ground  water  could  be  contaminated  with  onsite  or  offsite  source(s).  If  onsite 
source(s)  are  responsible  for  the  ground  water  contamination,  the  current  property  owner 
or  GSA  would  probably  (there  are  exceptions)  be  responsible  for  remedial  actions.  If 
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offsite  sources  are  responsible  for  the  ground  water  contamination,  the  current  property 
owner  or  GSA  would  probably  not  be  responsible  for  treatment  of  the  ground  water.  The 
Phase  II ESA  would  need  to  assess  the  source  of  ground  water  contamination  and  identify 
the  responsible  party  or  parties  (i.e.  the  party[ies]  responsible  for  the  contamination). 

Regarding  contaminated  water,  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance  #  199- 
77)  requires  that  groundwater  from  a  construction  site  must  first  be  analyzed,  if  deemed 
necessary  by  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  Bureau  of  Environmental  Regulation  and 
Management,  before  such  groundwater  can  be  discharged  to  the  sewer  system.  The 
Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  also  requires  that  groundwater  meet  specified  water  quality 
standards  before  it  may  be  discharged  into  the  sewer  system.  If  the  groundwater 
encountered  during  construction  does  not  meet  those  standards,  it  must  be  treated  before 
discharge.  Any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  of  the  proposed  project 
would  be  subject  to,  and  handled  in  accordance  with,  requirements  of  the  Industrial  Waste 
Ordinance.  The  discharge  of  groundwater  pursuant  to  the  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance 
would  also  satisfy  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  requirements.  As  such,  no 
significant  environmental  or  health  effects  are  anticipated  regarding  contaminated 
groundwater. 

3-6  Commentor  requests  that  the  term  "clean"  be  defined  as  it  is  used  on  page  S-4,  last 
paragraph.  Specifically,  the  commentor  wishes  to  know  if  Bank  of  America  will  clean  up 
hazardous  substances  as  well  as  hazardous  wastes. 

Response.  The  language  in  the  EIS/EIR  at  page  S-4  was  intended  to  state  that  the  site 
should  be  conveyed  to  the  Federal  Government  in  developable  condition,  free  of 
structures  and  debris.  Further,  the  current  owner  would  remediate  to  the  extent  required 
by  law  any  hazardous  wastes  and  substances  encountered  on  the  site.  The  text  has  been 
changed  to  reflect  this  clarification. 

If  the  contamination  requiring  remediation  is  from  underground  storage  tanks,  site 
remediation  would  be  done  in  accordance  with  Title  23  of  the  California  Code  of 
Regulations,  Chapter  16,  Article  11  (Corrective  Action  Requirements).  Additionally,  the 
American  Society  for  Testing  and  Materials  (ASTM)  has  developed  Risk-Based 
Corrective  Action  (RBCA)  procedures  for  developing  site  specific  cleanup  targets 
(concentrations)  for  contaminants  in  soil  and  ground  water  from  leaking  tanks.  The  lead 
agency  would  be  the  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  or  the  local 
environmental  health  department  or  fire  department  in  conjunction  with  the  RWQCB. 

If  the  contamination  requiring  remediation  were  from  a  source  other  than  leaking  tanks 
(i.e.,  hazardous  waste  or  hazardous  substances),  the  Department  of  Toxic  Substances 
Control  (DTSC)  would  be  the  lead  agency.  In  this  case,  the  cleanup  would  probably  be 
conducted  in  the  "Voluntary  Cleanup  Program."  In  this  program,  low-risk  sites  are 
voluntarily  cleaned  up  with  minimal  oversight  by  the  DTSC.  The  DTSC  works  with  the 
responsible  party  in  developing  an  approach  to  remediation  and  cleanup  targets.  If  ground 
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water  contamination  is  involved,  the  RWQCB  would  probably  have  a  role  in  regulation  of 
the  site. 

3-7     Commentor  requests  a  discussion  of  how  chemicals  in  groundwater  above  regulatory 
levels  will  be  addressed. 

Response.  The  current  owner  of  the  property  is  responsible  for  remediating  any  ground 
water  contamination  if  it  is  discovered  during  demolition  and  clearing  of  the  site  before 
ownership  is  transferred.  Once  the  site  is  transferred,  GSA  is  required  to  follow  the 
provisions  of  applicable  federal  regulations  in  addressing  any  soil  or  groundwater 
contamination  encountered  thereafter.  Specifically,  GSA  would  be  required  to  assess  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  contamination,  and  ensure  that  the  property  is  in  compliance 
(through  remediation,  if  necessary)  with  applicable  law. 

Ground  water  contamination  is  regulated  by  the  RWQCB.  Per  the  Porter-Cologne  Act, 
each  region  in  the  State  of  California  has  developed  a  water  quality  control  plan  referred 
to  as  the  "Basin  Plan."  The  basin  plan  specifies  water  quality  objectives  in  the  region  that 
protect  "beneficial  uses"  of  water.  If  human  activities  adversely  impact  the  beneficial  use 
of  water,  remediation  is  necessary.  The  State  of  California  has  adopted  an  Anti- 
degradation  Policy  (Resolution  68-16)  that  states  that  changes  in  water  quality  are  allowed 
if  it  does  not  impact  the  beneficial  uses  of  the  water.  If  water  quality  is  adversely  impacted 
the  RWQCB  has  the  authority  to  issue  a  Cleanup  and  Abatement  Order  (CAO)  requiring 
remediation.  The  CAO  will  specify  the  cleanup  goals  based  on  protection  of  water  quality 
and  beneficial  uses.  Cleanup  targets  are  usually  State  MCLs.  If  ground  water 
contaminants  are  encountered  at  the  site,  the  data  would  be  reported  to  the  RWQCB  for 
action.  The  RWQCB  would  regulate  the  remediation  process  and  specify  sampling  and 
analytical  requirements  as  well  as  cleanup  targets. 

3-8      Commentor  states  additional  soil  and/or  groundwater  sampling  should  be  conducted  prior 
to  development  to  allow  development  of  proper  health  and  safety  plan. 

Response.  The  comment  addresses  the  EIS  summary  which  is  necessarily  an  abbreviation 
of  the  text.  Further  sampling  is  recommended  as  a  mitigation  measure  in  the  EIS/EIR  (see 
4.13(A)-4  at  page  4.13-3  and  4.13(B)-1  at  4.13-6).  In  addition,  the  project  sponsor  has 
stated  that  a  Phase  II  investigation  would  be  required  prior  to  site  acquisition.  See 
response  to  comment  3-1.  The  commentor's  support  for  this  measure  is  noted. 

3-9      Commentor  requests  clarification  as  to  whether  groundwater  contamination  exists  under 
the  Tenth  and  Market  site. 

Response.  According  to  the  Baseline  background  report  prepared  for  the  SFRA, 
contained  in  Appendix  G,  "Analytical  results  from  the  groundwater  monitoring  wells  on- 
site  between  October  1990  and  March  1993  indicate  the  presence  of  VOCs,  diesel,  and  an 
unidentified  hydrocarbon  compound  in  groundwater."  An  early  investigation  (1992) 
showed  results  from  soil  samples  containing  gasoline  and  VOCs  (up  to  94  mg/kg  of 
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gasoline  and  up  to  0.220  mg/kg  of  BTEX,  which  included  at  0.0083  mg/kg).  Monitoring 
wells  on  site  showed  a  decline  in  levels  of  VOCs  during  the  period  between  October  1990 
and  March  1993.  The  most  recent  sampling  did  not  identify  VOCs  above  the  levels  of 
detection.  The  available  data  indicate  that  soil  and  ground  water  contamination  exists  at 
the  Tenth  and  Market  Streets;  however,  concentrations  vary  with  time.  The  variability  in 
the  data  may  be  attributable  to  several  factors  such  as  sampling  and  analytical  error, 
changes  in  ground  water  elevation,  natural  attenuation  in  the  subsurface,  biological 
degradation,  or  a  combination  of  these  factors.  Given  the  available  data,  contamination 
does  exist  at  Tenth  and  Market  Streets. 

Additional  sampling,  as  recommended  in  the  EIS/EIR,  pages  4.13-3,  4.13-4  and  to  4.13-6 
would  be  required  to  determine  if  groundwater  contamination  currently  exists. 

3-10  Commentor  requests  clarification  as  to  whether  dewatering  would  be  required  after 
construction  of  the  project  at  either  project  location. 

Response.  The  need  for  dewatering  after  construction  is  dependent  upon  site  conditions, 
and  the  design  for  the  foundation  and  other  subterranean  structures.  At  the  present  time 
no  design  work  has  been  initiated.  Once  the  design  contract  has  been  awarded,  this  issue 
will  be  reviewed  by  GSA.  The  primary  issue  associated  with  dewatering  is  the  disposal  of 
the  water,  especially  if  there  is  actual  or  potential  threat  of  contaminated  water  being 
removed.  This  can  occur  over  time  as  groundwater  migrates  towards  the  site  from  an  ofF- 
site  location.  Two  issues  need  to  be  resolved  if  dewatering  is  required  after  construction: 
1)  detection  methodology  for  contamination,  and  2)  a  plan  for  disposal  if  contamination  is 
encountered.  These  can  be  accommodated  as  part  of  the  project  design.  Ideally,  the 
design  would  be  such  as  to  not  require  dewatering.  Further  discussion  of  dewatering  is 
contained  above,  in  response  3-5. 

3-11  Commentor  requests  the  name  of  the  regulatory  agency  which  oversaw  the  tank  closure 
and  approved  the  clean-up  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  site. 

Response.  The  regulatory  agency  for  the  tank  removal  operation  was  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health,  Hazardous  Materials  Program,  (see 
EIS/EIR,  Appendix  G) 

3-12  Commentor  requests  information  regarding  whether  the  monitoring  wells  at  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site  still  exist  and  whether  they  have  been  sampled  more  recently  than  March  of 
1993. 

Response.  To  the  EIS/EIR  preparer's  knowledge,  the  monitoring  wells  are  still  in 
existence  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  site.  The  EIS/EIR  preparer  does  not  have  information 
regarding  any  additional  monitoring  at  the  site.  The  company  that  installed  the  wells, 
Converse  West,  is  no  longer  operating  them.  It  has  not  been  determined  if  additional 
monitoring  is  ongoing  at  the  site  and  by  whom.     Should  additional  assessment  be 
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conducted  on  this  site,  the  wells  will  be  evaluated  regarding  their  integrity  and  potential 
use. 

3-13  Commentor  offers  assistance  and  oversight  for  characterization  and  remediation  of 
properties  containing  hazardous  substances  as  part  of  their  Voluntary  Cleanup  Program, 
and  provides  relevant  materials. 

Response.  This  information  is  helpful.  The  owner  of  the  site(s)  will  find  this  information 
useful  in  complying  with  regulatory  clean-up  requirements.  The  SFRA  would  encourage 
the  site  owner  to  work  with  DTSC  during  the  remediation  of  the  site. 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IX 
75  Hawthorne  Street 
San  Francisco,   CA  94105 


LETTER  4 


June  3,  1996 


Joan  Byrens,  Project  Planner 

U.S.  General  Services  Administration 

Portfolio  Management  Division  (9PT) 

Public  Building  Services 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

Dear  Ms.  Byrens:: 

The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  project  entitled  San  Francisco  Federal  Building,  San  Francisco, 
California.  Our  review  is  provided  pursuant  to  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  [42  USC  4231  et  seq.],  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  [40 
CFR  1500-1508]  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

The  General  Services  Administration  proposes  to  construct  a  new  U.S.  Federal  Building  with 
approximately  475,000  occupiable  square  feet  of  building  space  within  the  City  of  San 
Francisco.  The  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  consolidate  federal  agencies  housed  in 
multiple  locations  in  order  to  increase  their  efficiency  and  reduce  the  amount  of  government 
leased  space  currently  held  in  the  City.  Five  alternatives  are  examined  in  the  DEIS,  including 
the  preferred  alternative  at  Tenth  and  Market  Streets. 

Based  on  our  overall  review,  we  have  assigned  the  DEIS  a  rating  of  LO  (Lack  of 
Objections).  This  LO  Rating  is  further  defined  in  the  attached  "Summary  of  the  EPA  Rating 
System."  While  we  have  assigned  an  LO  rating,  we  suggest  that  the  DEIS  discuss  in  more 
detail  mitigation  measures  required  under  Executive  Order  12902  -Energy  Efficiency  and 
Water  Conservation  at  Federal  Facilities. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  provide  comments  on  the  DEIS.  Please  send 
one  copy  of  the  Final  EIS  to  this  office  at  the  same  time  it  is  officially  filed  with  our 
Washington,  D.C.  office.  If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  at  (415)  744-1584. 


Sincerely, 


David  Farrel,  Chief 
Office  of  Federal  Activities 


MI#  1940:  SANFRAN.DEI 
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Letter  4 

David  Farrel,  Chief,  Office  of  Federal  Activities 

United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  IX 

June  3, 1996 

4-1  The  commentor  has  assigned  the  EIS/EIR  a  rating  of  LO  (lack  of  objections).  However, 
the  commentor  suggests  that  the  EIS  discuss  in  more  detail  mitigation  measures  required 
under  Executive  Order  12902  -  Energy  Efficiency  and  Water  Conservation  at  Federal 
Facilities. 

Response.  The  LO  rating  is  acknowledged. 

Peter  Gaddy,  Chief,  Technical  Services  Section,  is  the  Regional  Energy  and  Water 
Conservation  Coordinator  for  GSA  Pacific  Rim  Region.  He  provided  the  following 
response: 

"Executive  Order  12902  section  306  New  Space  (a)  New  Federal  Facility  Construction. 
Each  Agency  involved  in  the  construction  of  a  new  facility  shall  (1)  design  and  construct 
such  a  facility  to  minimize  the  life  cycle  cost  of  the  facility  by  utilizing  energy  efficiency, 
water  conservation,  or  renewable  energy  technologies,  (2)  ensure  the  design  and 
construction  meets  or  exceeds  the  energy  performance  standards  set  forth  in  10  CFR 
435." 

"All  GSA  construction  in  the  Pacific  Rim  Region  is  reviewed  by  my  technical  section  to 
ensure  life  cycle  cost  effective  measure  are  implemented  in  the  design  and  construction. 
Specific  measures  concerning  water  conservation  in  federal  facilities  cover  installation  of 
low  flow  restroom  fixtures,  water  efficient  cafeteria  equipment  and  the  use  of  native 
vegetation  for  landscaping  considerations.  The  facilities  building  systems  are  all  evaluated 
for  energy  and  water  conservation  opportunities."  [by  letter  8/22/96]  See  page  4. 1 1-2  for 
a  discussion  of  federal  energy  resource  conservation. 
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File  No 


96-SF-34E 


LETTER  5 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens,  Asset  Manager 

U.S.  General  Services  Administration 

Philip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  U.S.  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  California  94102-3400 

re:     San  Francisco  Federal  Building  Project  No.  NCA04000     (GSA)  and  94.157E  SF 


Dear  Ms.  Byrens: 

Records  at  this  office  were  reviewed  to  determine  if  this  project  could  adversely 
affect  historical  resources.     The  review  for  possible  historic  structures,  however, 
was  limited  to  references  currently  in  our  office.     The  Office  of  Historic 
Preservation  has  determined  that  any  building  or  structure  45  years  or  older  may  be 
of  historic  value.     Therefore,  if  the  project  area  contains  such  properties  they 
should  be  evaluated  by  a  historian  prior  to  commencement  of  project  activities. 
Please  note  that  use  of  the  term  historical  resources  includes  both  archaeological 
sites  and  historic  structures. 

  The    proposed    project    area    contains  or  is  adjacent  to  the  archaeological 

site (s)      (  ) .     A  study  is  recommended  prior  to 

commencement  of  project  activities. 

X          The  proposed    project  area  nas  the  possibility  of  containing  unrecorded 

archaeological  site(s).     A  study  is  recommended  prior  r_o  commencement  of 
project  activities. 

  The  proposed  project  area  contains  a  listed  historic  structure 

(  ) .     See  recommendations  in  the  comments  section  below. 

  Study  #  identified  one  or  more  historical  resources.  The 

recommendations  from  the  report  are  attached. 

  Study  #  identified  no  historical  resources.     Further  study  for 

historical  resources  is  not  recommended. 

  There  is  a  low  possibility  of  historical  resources.     Further  study  for 

historical  resources  is  not  recommended. 


Comments : 
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If  archaeological  resources  are  encountered  during  the  project,  work  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  the  finds  should  be  halted  until  a  qualified  archaeologist  has 
evaluated  the  situation.     If  you  have  any  questions  please  give  us  a  call   (707)   664  - 
2494  . 

Sincerely, 

Liz  Black  for 
Leigh  Jordan 
Coordinator 
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Letter  5 

Historical  Resources  Information  System 
May  24,  1996 

5-1  Commentor  notes  that  any  building  or  structure  over  45  years  of  age  may  have  historic 
value.  Therefore,  if  the  project  area  contains  any  such  properties,  they  should  be 
evaluated  by  a  historian  prior  to  commencement  of  project  activities. 

Response.  The  dates  of  construction  for  all  the  buildings  located  within  the  project  sites 
are  provided  in  tables  3.10-1  and  3.10-2  at  pages  3.10-7  and  3.10-8.  The  EIS/EIR 
evaluated  all  of  these  buildings,  including  all  buildings  over  45  years  of  age,  for  their 
historic  value  based  on  several  recognized  rating  criteria.  It  concluded  that  the  project 
would  not  have  any  adverse  effects  on  structures  of  historic  value.  Since  DEIS/EIR 
publication,  the  State  Office  of  Historic  Preservation  has  concurred.  (See  comments  and 
responses  6-1  through  6-5  and  letter  from  SHPO  of  9/30/96  in  Appendix  to  Section  12.0.) 

5-2  Commentor  notes  the  project  area  has  the  possibility  of  containing  unrecorded 
archaeological  sites  and  recommends  a  study  prior  to  commencement  of  activities. 

Response.  Such  a  study  has  already  been  prepared.  As  stated  in  the  EIS/EIR  (page  3.15- 
1),  the  Archaeological  Resources  sections  in  the  EIS/EIR  are  based  on  a  cultural  resources 
inventory  report  prepared  for  the  two  sites,  included  in  Appendix  K  of  the  EIS/EIR  (Phase 
I  Cultural  Resources  Overview  Study  for  the  General  Services  Administration  Located  at 
the  Intersection  of  Tenth  and  Market  Street  [&  Seventh  and  Mission  Street],  San 
Francisco,  California,  prepared  by  ARCHEO-TEC,  July  1995). 

5-3  Commentor  states  that,  if  archaeological  resources  are  encountered  during  the  project, 
work  should  be  halted  (in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  finds)  until  a  qualified 
archaeologist  has  evaluated  the  situation. 

Response.  The  EIS/EIR  contains  a  mitigation  measure  (4.15(A)-1  on  page  4.15-3)  that 
sets  forth  a  program  for  protection  and  recovery  of  archaeological  resources.  This 
program  involves  monitoring,  work  stop  provisions,  materials  testing  and  evaluation 
procedures  and  a  chain  of  command  for  resource  decision-making.  A  Memorandum  of 
Agreement  (MOA)  between  GSA,  SHPO,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  (ACHP)  details  the  archaeological  program  more  fully  (the  MOA  is  included 
in  the  Appendix  to  Section  12). 


L\WfM997\93-SJirj-SECllCC-  13 


12-37 


I 
i 
I 
I 

I 
[ 

i 

I  •  12-38  ^ 

g   —    


LETTER  6 


TATE  OF  CALIFORNIA  —  RESOURCES  AGENCY 


PETE  WILSON,  Governor 


'.O.  BOX  942896 
lACRAMENTO  94296-0001 


DEPARTMENT  OF  PARKS  AND  RECREATION 


(916)  653-6624 
FAX   (916)  653-9824 


June  3,  1996 


GSA960415A 


Joan  Byrens,  Asset  Manager 

Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

General  Services  Administration 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

SAN  FRANCISCO     CA  94102-3400 

Re:     New  Federal  Building  Construction  Project  Near  the  Civic 
Center,   San  Francisco,   San  Francisco  County. 

Thank  you  for  submitting  to  our  office  your  April  26,  1996 
letter  along  with  photographs,   a  historic  property  survey  report 
(HPSR  and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ Environmental 
Impact  Report   (DEIS/EIR)   regarding  the  proposed  construction  of  a 
new  Federal  Building  in  the  Civic  Center  Area  of  San  Francisco, 
San  Francisco  County.     The  proposed  project  will  involve  the 
construction  of  a  new  federal  building  with  approximately  675,000 
square  feet  of  building  space  and  161  onsite  parking  spaces.  Two 
sites  are  being  considered  for  the  location  of  the  project: 

o    Half  of  the  block  comprising  Market  Street  to  the 

northwest,  Tenth  Street  to  the  northeast,  Mission  Street 
to  the  southeast,     and  Eleventh  Street  to  the  southwest. 

o    Southeast  portion  of  the  block  bounded  by  Market  Street 
on  the  northwest,   Seventh  Street  on  the  northeast, 
Mission  Street  on  the  southeast,   and  Eighth  Street  on  the 
southwest. 

Areas  of  Potential  Effects   (APE)   for  both  sites  have  been 
established  and  are  detailed  on  pages  3.10-4  thru  3.10-8  of  the 
DEIS/EIR. 

You  are  seeking  our  comments  on  the  contents  of  the  DEIS/EIR 
pertaining  to  historic  resources  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  800, 
regulations  implementing  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act.     You  are  also  seeking  our  comments  on  your 
determination  of  the  effects  of  the  project  on  historic  and 
archeological  resources,   as  described  in  the  DEIS/EIR,  in 
accordance  with  the  same  act.     Our  review  of  the  submitted 
documentation  leads  to  make  the  following  comments  regarding  the 
contents  of  the  DEIS/EIR: 

o     The  DEIS/EIR  description  of  the  project  APE  is  adequate 
pursuant  to  definitions  provided  in  36  CFR  800.2(c) 
and  actions  pursuant  to  36  CFR  800.4(a)(1). 
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o     Identification  of  historic  and  archeological  resources 
within  the  proposed  project  APEs  is  adequate  pursuant  to 
36  CFR  800.4.     However,   our  evaluation  of  these 
properties  for  historic  significance  will  be  based  on 
information  provided  in  the  supplemental  HPSR  submitted  by 
the  General  Services  Administration   (GSA)    for  our  review. 
Comments  on  the  contents  of  the  HPSR  are  forthcoming. 

o    The  information  currently  contained  in  the  DEIS/EIR  is 
inadequate  for  enabling  a  clear  assessment  of  the 
potential  effects  the  proposed  project  will  have  on 
historic  resources  within  and  near  the  project  APEs. 
In  order  to  weigh  the  project's  effect  on  historic 
resources,   it  is  essential  that  we  know  the  following 
information  on  the  project: 


a)  design  information  on  the  building  and  the 
scope  and  magnitude  of  its  size  relative  to  the 
historic  district.     How  is  the  proposed 
building  visually  compatible  with  its  historic 
surroundings?     Will  its  exterior  materials 

be  compatible  with  those  of  the  district? 

b)  a  discovery  plan  that  outlines  activities  and 
policies  that  will  be  implemented  in  the  event 
of  an  accidental  disturbance  of  significant 
archeological  deposits  or  human  remains  during 
excavation  of  the  project  construction  site. 


Given  the  lack  of  time  afforded  GSA  in  the  implementation  of 
the  National  Enviromental  Policy  Act   (NEPA)   process,  we  suggest 
that  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement   (MOA)   be  developed  demonstrating 
how  GSA  will  provide  the  aforementioned  information  in  consultation 
with  our  office.     This  effort  will  outline  the  steps  necessary  to 
continue  and  complete  the  Section  106  process. 

Thank  you  again  for  seeking  our  comments  on  your  project. 
If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  staff  historian 
Clarence  Caesar  at   (916)  653-8902. 


Sincerely, 


Cherilyn  WidelK 
State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Letter  6 

Cherilyn  Widell,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
State  of  California  -  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
June  3, 1996 

6-1  Commentor  states  that  the  DEIS/EIR  description  of  the  project  APE  is  adequate  pursuant 
to  definitions  in  36  CFR  800.2(c)  and  actions  to  36  CFR  800.4(a)(1). 

Response.  No  response  is  required  as  this  is  a  statement  of  adequacy.  However,  the 
comment  is  acknowledged. 

6-2  Commentor,  State  Historic  Preservation  Office  (SHPO),  states  that  the  EIS/EIR 
identification  of  historic  and  archaeological  resources  is  adequate.  Commentor  states  that 
it  will  evaluate  properties  for  historic  significance  based  on  information  provided  in  the 
supplemental  Historic  Property  Survey  Report  (HPSR)  submitted  by  the  General  Services 
Administration  (GSA)  for  review. 

Response.  Following  the  receipt  of  this  comment,  GSA  received  a  September  30,  1996 
letter  from  the  SHPO  providing  an  evaluation  of  the  eligibility  of  the  Odeon  Hotel  and  the 
Hotel  St.  Raphael  (the  two  most  sensitive  properties  of  both  sites,  located  at  the  Seventh 
and  Mission  site)  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP).  The 
SHPO's  letter  concurs  in  GSA's  determination  that  neither  of  the  two  properties  is  eligible 
for  inclusion  in  the  NRHP  under  criteria  established  for  the  NRHP  by  regulation  (36  CFR 
60.4).  The  letter  states  that  neither  of  the  structures  has  strong  associations  with  historic 
events  or  persons,  and  neither  is  architecturally  significant.  Information  regarding  this 
letter  has  been  added  to  the  EIS/EIR  at  pages  4.10-5  and  4.10-6.  A  paragraph  on  page 
4.10-7  has  been  deleted  from  the  EIS/EIR  because  the  information  provided  in  the 
paragraph  is  updated  by  the  content  of  the  SHPO's  letter.  A  copy  of  the  SHPO's 
September  30,  1996  letter  is  included  in  the  Appendix  to  Section  12. 

6-3  Commentor  believes  that  information  in  the  DEIS/EIR  requires  additional  information  to 
make  a  clear  assessment  of  the  potential  effects  the  proposed  project  will  have  on  historic 
resources  within  and  near  the  project  APEs.  Specifically,  the  commentor  asks  for  design 
information  regarding  size  of  the  building  relative  to  the  historic  district,  how  the 
proposed  building  will  be  visually  compatible  with  its  historic  surroundings,  and  whether 
its  exterior  materials  will  be  compatible  with  those  of  the  nearby  Market  Street  Theater 
and  Loft  District. 

Response.  Because  the  building  has  not  yet  been  designed,  the  design  information  that  the 
SHPO  requests  is  not  available.  However,  since  the  date  on  which  this  comment  was 
submitted,  GSA,  the  SHPO,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP) 
have  entered  into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  for  the  preferred  alternative, 
which  sets  forth  the  process  by  which  the  SHPO  and  the  ACHP  will  comment  on  the 
effect  of  the  project  on  standing  historic  structures  after  the  design  is  known.  Under  this 
process  the  SHPO  and  the  ACHP  will  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 

on  the  final  design  concepts,  any  model  of  the  proposed  SFFB  and  any  modifications  to 
exterior  finishes  that  might  be  proposed  after  the  initial  review  by  these  parties.  Further, 
the  MOA  stipulates  that  GSA  would  ensure  that  the  project  design  is  compatible  with 
historic  and  architectural  qualities  of  both  the  Market  Street  Theatre  and  Loft  District  as 
well  as  the  historic  United  States  Post  Office  and  Court  House  in  terms  of  scale,  massing, 
color,  and  materials,  and  is  responsive  to  the  recommended  approaches  for  new 
construction  set  forth  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  "Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and 
Guidelines  for  Rehabilitating  Historic  Buildings."  A  copy  of  the  executed  MOA  is 
included  in  the  Appendix  to  Section  12. 

Further,  as  stated  in  the  EIS/EIR  (see  pages  4.10-3  and  4.10-7  to  8),  GSA  has  agreed  that 
the  building  will  conform  with  the  substantive  policies  relating  to  building  design  and 
preservation  of  historic  contexts  that  are  set  forth  in  the  City  of  San  Francisco  General 
Plan  and  Planning  Code.  Under  these  policies,  building  design  must  take  into  account 
existing  scale,  building  form,  and  proportion  of  surrounding  older  and  historic  buildings. 
These  policies  also  require  that  the  detail,  texture,  color,  and  materials  of  a  new  building 
complement  that  of  its  older  neighbors.  Compliance  with  these  standards  will  ensure  that 
the  project  has  no  significant  negative  impacts  on  historic  resources  in  the  area. 

Also,  in  an  effort  to  solicit  input  and  gather  public  support,  GSA  intends  to  conduct 
workshops  during  design  development.  All  the  comments  will  be  considered  in  the 
evolution  of  the  final  design  for  the  project.  Thus,  through  a  combination  of  the  Section 
106  historic  preservation  commenting  process,  conformance  with  relevant  City  design 
policies,  and  the  information  generated  through  the  NEPA  review,  GSA  will  develop  a 
design  which  would  minimize  impacts  on  historic  resources. 

6-4  Commentor  requests  a  discovery  plan  that  outlines  activities  and  policies  that  will  be 
implemented  in  the  event  of  an  accidental  disturbance  of  significant  archaeological 
deposits  or  human  remains  during  excavation  of  the  project  construction  site. 

Response.  The  executed  MOA,  referred  to  above,  includes  stipulations  addressing  the 
protection  and  recovery  of  archeological  resources,  including  a  plan  in  the  event  of 
accidental  disturbance  of  archeological  deposits  or  human  remains  during  construction 
excavation.  An  archeologist  meeting  professional  standards  for  archeology  set  forth  in  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  and  Guidelines  for  Archeology  and  Historic 
Preservation  will  provide  periodic  archeological  monitoring  during  excavation.  If,  during 
excavation  and  construction,  any  unexpected  deposits  of  potential  significance  are 
encountered  earthmoving  activity  will  cease,  the  archeologist  will  assess  the  significance  of 
the  discovery,  and  work  will  be  delayed  for  the  minimum  time  necessary  to  recover  data 
from  the  discovery  if  it  is  deemed  a  major  discovery.  The  MOA  defines  "major  discovery" 
and  specifies  what  type  of  artifacts  will  be  recovered  for  in-field  description  and  analysis, 
as  well  as  those  that  will  be  recovered  for  analysis  and  curation. 

In  addition,  a  mitigation  measure  (#4.1 5(A)- 1  on  page  4.15-3)  sets  forth  a  program  for 
protection  and  recovery  of  archaeological  resources. 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


6-5  Commentor  suggests  that  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  (MOA)  be  developed 
demonstrating  how  GSA  will  provide  the  aforementioned  information  in  consultation  with 
SHPO. 

Response.  The  comment  is  noted.  An  executed  MOA  for  the  preferred  alternative  is 
included  in  this  final  EIS/EIR  in  the  Appendix  to  Section  12  and  is  discussed  in  Responses 
6-3  and  6-4  above. 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 


Recreation  and  Par 


LETTER  7 


June  18,  1996 

Ms.  Joan  Byrens,  Asset  Manager 

U.S.  General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  U.S.  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

Dear  Ms.  Byrens: 


Thank  you  for  including  the  San  Francisco  Recreation  and  Park  Department 
on  the  circulation  list  for  the  EIS/EIR  for  the  San  Francisco  Federal 
Building.    I  realize  that  the  comment  period  was  through  June  5,  1996  and 
I  apologize  for  the  delay  in  submitting  this  letter. 

The  main  concern  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is  the  potential 
wind  impacts  to  the  Civic  Center  Plaza,  which  includes  seating  areas,  a 
fountain  and  a  children's  play  area.    An  additional  children's  play  area 
at  Civic  Center  Plaza  is  under  design  and  will  be  constructed  in  the  near 
future.    This  park  is  also  a  major  civic  gathering  space  and  the  site  of 
large,  public  events.    Civic  Center  Plaza  is  bounded  by  Grove,  Polk, 
McAllister  and  Larkin  Streets. 

Section  3.14  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR  describes  existing  wind  conditions  in 

the  area  of  the  proposed  project  (and  alternative  projects).    The  Seventh  ^ 

and  Mission  Alternative  is  several  blocks  away  from  Civic  Center  Plaza,  i 

however,  the  10th  and  Market  Alternative  is  only  two  blocks  from  this 

park.    Several  wind  measurements  were  taken  in  the  vicinity  of  the  10th 

and  Market  Street  site,  but  the  closest  measurement  point  to  Civic  Center 

Plaza  was  on  Hayes  Street  (#33)  near  Polk  Street.    This  measurement  point 

is  one  block  from  Civic  Center  Plaza. 

The  draft  EIS/EIR  also  indicates  that  the  prevailing  winds  are  from  a 
west  and  northwest  direction. 

It  would  be  helpful  if  the  final  EIS/EIR  indicated  whether  the  proposed 
project  at  10th  and  Market  could  result  in  a  potential  adverse  impact 
related  to  wind  conditions  at  Civic  Center  Plaza. 

Again,  I  apologize  for  the  delay  in  submitting  these  comments.  If  you 
have  any  questions  or  need  further  clarification,  please  contact  me  at 
(415)  666-7110.    Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these  comments. 


RE: 


Draft  EIS/EIR  —  San  Francisco  Federal  Building 
Project  Number:    NCA04000  (GSA)  and  94.157E  (SF) 


Si  ncerely , 


Ooanne  Wilson 
Park  Planner 


c:       Deborah  Learner 


FAX:  (415)  668-3330 
Information:  (415)  666-7200 
TDD:  (415)  666-7043 


jcw:  /  i)  4  o  o 


McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 
Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 


San  Francisco  94117 
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Letter  7 

Joanne  Wilson,  Park  Planner 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
June  18, 1996 

7-1  Commentor  requests  information  pertaining  to  potential  wind  effects  from  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative  on  the  Civic  Center  Plaza,  specifically  on  seating  areas,  play  areas,  and 
fountain. 

Response.  Generally,  the  wind  impacts  of  the  buildings  tested  for  the  Tenth  and  Market 
site  are  confined  to  within  a  block  or  so  of  the  site.  According  to  Dr.  Bruce  White  [oral 
communication  8/12/96],  author  of  the  wind  tunnel  study,  as  distance  from  the  building 
increases,  wind  modifications  diminish.  Further,  the  strongest  effects  are  in  the  wake 
region  (directly  downwind)  of  the  structure,  which  for  this  project  is  not  towards  the  Civic 
Center.  It  is  not  anticipated  that  a  noticeable  effect,  let  alone  a  significant  one,  would  be 
experienced  at  the  Civic  Center  Plaza  from  a  building  constructed  at  the  Tenth  and  Market 
site. 
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POLICE  DEPARTMENT 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

THOMAS  J.  CAHILL  HALL  OF  JUSTICE 

850  BRYANT  STREET 
SAN  FRANCISCO.  CALIFORNIA  94103 


LETTER  8 


FRED  H.  LAU 

CHIEF  OF  POLICE 


May  23,  1996 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens 

Asset  Manager  (9PT) 

US  General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  US  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

Dear  Ms.  Byrens: 

I  am  writing  to  you  to  express  support  for  the  proposed  General  Service  Building  to  be  built  at 
the  former  Greyhound  Depot  site,  7th  &  Mission  Streets. 

As  the  commanding  officer  of  the  Southern  Police  District,  I  am  very  concerned  about  public 
safety  and  the  quality  of  life  along  the  7th  Street  and  nearby  Market  Street  area.  This  is  an  area 
in  transition.  Some  redevelopment  and  renovation  has  already  taken  place  and  the  area  is 
significantly  improved  as  to  its  viability  and  vitality.  However,  the  vacated  old  bus  depot 
building  continues  to  blight  the  neighborhood  and  is  an  attractive  nuisance  that  gives  a  certain 
comfort  level  to  opportunant  criminals  and  street  persons. 

The  prospect  of  a  GSA  building  at  this  location  will  certainly  be  a  boon  to  the  area.  It  would 
bring  legitimate  foot  traffic  and  business  to  the  area.  Coupled  with  the  restored  US  Court  of 
Appeals  building  that  is  scheduled  to  open  in  late  1996  it  could  complete  the  rejuvenation  of  this 
area.  Given  its  proximity  to  a  major  transit  artery,  Market  Street,  and  the  availability  of  parking 
in  the  immediate  area,  it  appears  to  be  an  ideal  location  for  federal  employees  and  citizens  having 
business  at  this  proposed  site. 

I  certainly  hope  the  US  General  Service  Administration  gives  serious  consideration  to  this 
location.  My  staff  and  I  will  certainly  be  available  to  provide  any  type  of  assistance  or 
information  you  may  need  in  order  to  further  evaluate  this  location.  I  can  be  reached 
at  553-9275. 

Sincerely, 


Captain  Dennis  Martel 
Commanding  Officer 
Southern  Station 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Letter  8 

Captain  Denies  Martel,  Commanding  Officer,  Southern  Station 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Police  Department 
May  23,  1996 

8-1  This  letter  expresses  an  opinion  in  support  of  locating  the  proposed  Federal  Building  at 
the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative.  Reasons  cited  include  blight  removal  and  reducing 
crime  prone  areas. 

Response.  No  response  is  required  as  this  opinion  does  not  raise  environmental  issues  or 
request  any  additional  information  or  analysis.  However,  the  comment  is  noted  and  is 
provided  for  the  decision  maker's  consideration. 


lawpj  wm-xi]Ta-mct  ICC  •  It 
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RECEIVED 


LETTER  9 


State  of  California 


JUN.1  7  I996 


THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY 


MEMORANDUM 


cnr  i  count  or  sj, 
van  oe  an  nmm 


To 


Project  Coordinator 


Date:  June  6,  1996 


Resources  Agency 

Ms.  Joan  Byrens,  Project  Planner 

City  Planning  and  Redevelopment  Agency 

1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 


The  Department  of  Conservation  has  performed  a  geologic  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report  (CEQA)  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (NEPA)  dated  April  11,  1996  prepared  by 
Fugro  West,  Inc.  Our  review  focused  geologic  hazards  (seismic  shaking  and  liquefaction)  of  Section  3.1, 
Geology,  and  Section  4.1,  Impact  Assessment  of  Geology.  We  offer  the  following  technical  comments 
for  your  consideration  of  the  final  EIR-EIS: 

1 .  The  text  of  the  draft  EIR/EIS  does  not  reflect  our  current  (1996)  geologic  knowledge  of 

the  subsurface  geologic  conditions  at  either  the  Tenth  &  Market  site  or  the  Seventh  &  Mission  site. 
The  geologic  assessment  relies  on  geology  and  seismology  information  that  was  published  mostly 
in  the  early  1970's.  Three  items  have  substantially  changed  our  geologic  knowledge  of  these  two 
sites: 

•  Construction  of  the  BART  tunnel  below  Market  Street,  with  relevant  boreholes  within  one 

block  of  both  candidate  sites;  ^ 

•  The  1989  Mw  6.9  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake  with  a  wealth  of  new  empirical  evidence  of 
seismic  shaking  and  quantitative  ground  motion  in  San  Francisco,  especially  liquefaction; 

•  New  seismology  procedures  and  methods  learned  from  recent  large  earthquakes  in 
California  (such  as  1994  Mw  6.7  Northridge  Earthquake). 

2.  In  March  1996,  the  Planning  Department  of  the  City  of  San  Francisco  published  a  new 
Community  Safety  Element  that  includes  seismic  ground  shaking  (Maps  2  and  3)  and  liquefaction 
(Map  4).  It  is  suggested  that  this  1996  Community  Safety  Element  (which  should  include  data 

from  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake)  be  used  in  lieu  of  1974  and  1988  city  reports.  w 

3.  The  terminology  Alquist-Priolo  "Special  Studies"  Zones  was  renamed  three  years  ago  to  |  ^ 
Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zone.                                                                                    I  w 

4.  Table  3.1-1  uses  earthquake  parameters  developed  by  Burke  and  Helley  (1973)  for  j  <p 
Antioch  in  Contra  Costa  County.  In  the  past  23  years  our  knowledge  of  earthquake  parameters  has  |  >U 


From 


Department  of  Conservation 

Office  of  Governmental  and  Environmental  Relations 


Subject: 


Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (DEIR)  for  the  San  Francisco  Federal 
Building  -  SCH  #96042056 
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changed  considerably.  It  is  suggested  that  Perkins  and  Boatwright  (1995)  be  used  for  fault 
parameters  for  the  Design  Basis  Earthquake  for  the  maximum  probable  ground  motion  (defined 
in  §1629.2  of  1994  Uniform  Building  Code  as  10%  chance  of  exceedance  in  50  years): 

•  Northern  Hayward  Fault,  moment  magnitude  Mw  =  7.1 

•  Peninsula  Segment  of  San  Andreas  Fault,  moment  magnitude  Mw  =  7.1 

5.  The  section  on  stratigraphy  and  soil  properties  (page  3.1-4)  is  recommended  for  editorial 
correction  to  include  site  geology  that  is  scientifically  accurate.  Please  refer  to  Wagner  and  others 
(1990)  for  an  accurate  regional  geologic  map,  regional  fault  map,  and  stratigraphic  column.  Please 
refer  to  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Professional  Paper  943  (Helley  and  others,  1979),  CDMG  Special 
Report  97  (Goldman,  1969),  and  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Professional  Paper  782  (Schiocker,  1974) 
for  an  accurate  description  of  soft  flatland  deposits  and  the  hard  bedrock  units  that  underlie  the 
two  sites;  notably: 

7th  and  Mission  Site: 

•  Fill,  Man-made 

•  Fine-grained  alluvium  with  up  to  10  ft.  peat  layers,  Holocene  epoch 

•  Bay  Mud,  Holocene  epoch  (=90  ft.  depth) 
10th  and  Market  Site: 

•  Beach  and  dune  sand  deposits,  Holocene  epoch 
Both  Sites: 

•  underlain  at  depth  by  hard  bedrock  of  the  Franciscan  Assemblage,  principally  graywacke 
(lithic  sandstone)  and  shale,  Cretaceous  Period;  depth  below  surface  to  Franciscan  bedrock: 

•  estimated  =  155  to  160  feet,  7th  and  Mission  site  (surface  elevation  =+35  feet  MSL) 

•  estimated  =235  to  245  feet,  10th  and  Market  site  (surface  elevation  =+48  feet  MSL) 

•  water  table  at  these  sites  are  about  25  foot  depth. 

6.  Specific  subsurface  geology  can  be  reliably  inferred  from  nearby  borehole  logs.  The  Dames  and 
Moore  (1964)  report  for  BART  contains  boreholes  within  one  block  of  each  site.  To  assist  the 
U.S.  General  Services  Agency,  two  borehole  logs  are  furnished  with  this  letter: 

•  Dames  &  Moore  Borehole  #S702-13  located  at  7th  and  Market  provides  insight  for  the  7th 
and  Mission  site,  and 

•  Dames  &  Moore  Borehole  #S702-16,  located  along  Market  between  10th  and  1 1th  Streets, 
provides  insight  for  the  1 0th  and  Market  site. 

There  are  also  many  other  newer  boreholes  within  a  few  city  blocks  of  these  two  sites,  and  these 
should  be  utilized  whenever  possible.  Much  of  this  information  has  been  summarized  by  Dr. 
William  B.  Joyner,  U.S.  Geological  Survey  seismologist,  in  USGS  Map  MF-1376  (attached).  We 
encourage  you  to  publish  Joyner  (1982)  because  it  shows  clearly  that  10th  and  Market  site  is 
within  200+  feet  of  surficial  deposits,  while  7th  and  Mission  is  within  the  Bay  Mud. 

7.  A  typical  EIR-EIS  for  an  essential  services  structure  would  include  the  Peak  Ground 
Acceleration  (PGA)  for  the  site,  the  maximum  probable  ground  motion  developed  for  the  Design 
Basis  Earthquake  (see  §1629A.2  of  1994  California  Building  Code),  and/or  the  Upper  Bound 
Earthquake  (10%  exceedance  in  100  years;  see  §1629A.2.6  of  California  Building  Code).  Design 
ground  motion  should  be  specifically  calculated  using  USGS  methods  (Boore  and  others,  1993; 
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Boore  and  Joyner,  1994)  with  consideration  of  dynamic  properties  of  the  soft  soils  at  both  sites 
(Idriss,  1991;  Stbkoe  and  Lodde,  1978;  Stewart  and  Hussein,  1995;  Lee  and  Prazzker,  1969;  Seed, 
1969). 

8.  The  design  ground  motion  should  include  spectral  acceleration  at  0.3-second,  1.0  second,  and 
2.0  second  periods  because  this  is  a  3 15-foot  "tall  building".  The  effects  of  strong  ground  motion 
from  a  intermediate  distance  earthquake  (like  1989  Loma  Prieta  75  km  distance)  can  adversely 
affect  tall  buildings  with  structural  periods  of  1  to  2  seconds  by  harmonic  resonance. 

9.  The  EIR-EIS  should  clarify  that  both  sites  are  known  to  be  within  a  liquefaction  hazard 
zone  and  that  a  detailed  geotechnical  study  will  be  required  at  both  sites,  including  Standard 
Penetration  Tests  in  accordance  with  the  standard  methodology  outlined  in  National  Academy  of 
Sciences  (1985)  report  on  liquefaction. 

10.  It  is  recommended  that  the  EIR-EIS  publish  the  map  of  ground  failures  from  the  1906 

San  Francisco  Earthquake,  as  prepared  by  Youd  and  Hoose  (1978)  in  Plate  3  of  U.S.  Geological 
Survey  Professional  Paper  993.  Considerable  insight  is. gained  from  the  realization  that  there  was 
extensive  earthquake- induced  ground  deformation  at  the  7th  and  Mission  site,  while  the  10th  and 
Market  site  fared  much  better.  To  assist  the  U.S.  General  Services  Agency  with  the  successful 
completion  of  the  EIR-EIS,  an  enlarged  extract  from  Youd  and  Hoose  is  enclosed,  along  with  a 
description  of  earthquake  damage  in  Locality  #210  and  #211.  It  is  suggested  that  the  difference 
between  the  two  sites  be  better  showcased  in  Section  4.1  and  Figure  S-2  on  page  S-8.  The  same 
insight  from  1906  San  Francisco  Earthquake  was  repeated  in  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake, 
with  considerable  ground  deformation  (along  the  paleo-alignment  of  Mission  Creek)  nearer  to  the 
7th  and  Mission  site.  This  forensic  earthquake  information  yields  insight  to  expected  future 
seismic  shaking  effects  at  each  site. 

11.  It  is  suggested  that  the  two  sites  can  be  better  characterized  in  Summary  Figure  S-2  by  relabeling 
the  column  to  be  "Geology-Seismic  Shaking  &  Liquefaction,"  and  omitting  "landform."  The 
geologic  differences  between  the  two  sites  can  then  be  made  clear. 

If  you  have  further  technical  questions,  please  telephone  Senior  Engineering  Geologist  Robert  H. 
Sydnor  at  (916)  323-4399.  The  Department  of  Conservation  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
the  Draft  EIR-EIS,  and  we  trust  that  this  geology  and  seismology  information  will  be  of  use  to  the  U.S. 
General  Services  Agency. 


Jason  Marshall 
Assistant  Director 
Office  of  Governmental  and  Environmental  Relations 


Attachments: 


cc:     Robert  H.  Sydnor,  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 
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EXPLANATION 


200-foot  thickness  contour  on  surficial 
deposits  (hachures  indicate  the  direction 
of  increasing  thickness). 


Landward  limit  of  bay  mud  deposits 


MAP  SHOWING  THE  200  -  FOOT  THICKNESS  CONTOUR  OF  SURFICIAL  DEPOSITS 
AND  THE  LANDWARD  LIMIT  OF  BAY  MUD  DEPOSITS  OF 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 

By 

William  B.  Joyner 
1982 

extract  from  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Map  MF-1376 
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Rapid 

San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 

Transit 


SOIL  INVESTIGATION 
S702 

SAN  FRANCISCO  -  MARKET 

DAMES  &  MOORE 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 

August  28,  1964 


PARSONS  BRINCKERHOFF   •   TUDOR   •  BECHTEL 

General  Engineering  Consultants  to  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit  District 
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BART  Centerline  Borehole  #S702-16,  located  along  Market  between  10th  and  11th 

Drilled  by  Dames  &  Moore  3-6-64 

No  bedrock  encountered  to  total  depth  of  1 10  feet 
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Historic  Ground  Failures 
in  Northern  California 
Triggered  by  Earthquakes 


By  T.  L.  YOUD  and  S.  N.  HOOSE 


GEOLOGICAL    SURVEY     PROFESSIONAL    PAPER  993 
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PROFESSIONAL  PAPER  993 
PLATE  3 


Location  Map  of  Ground  Failures  from  1906  San  Francisco  Earthquake 

map  enlarged  to  scale  1  inch  =  1000  feet  and  extracted  from: 
U.S.  Geological  Survey  Professional  Paper  993,  plate  3,  Youd  and  Hoose  (1978) 
See  descriptive  tables  keyed  to  locations  #210  and  #21 1 . 


EXPLANATION 

Failure  type  is  indicated  by  the  following  symbols. 
Quotations  describing  these  ground  failures  axe 
found  in  table  7 


Lateral  spread 
M.        Ground  settlement 


m       Miscellaneous  effects 

X       Cracks  in  streets  and  pipeline  breaks 


Old  shoreline  nei'ure  development  from  Nichols 
and  IVrkht.  1971 
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HISTORIC  GROUND  FAILURES  IN  NORTHERN  CALIFORNIA  TRIGGERED  BY  EARTHQUAKES 


Table  7. — Specific  descriptions  of  ground  failures  m  San  Francisco  City  and  County — Continued 


Loca-  Fig-  Fail-  Accu-  Year  of 
tion  ure  ure  ra-  earth- 
No.      No.     type    cy  quake 


Reference 


Quotat 1  on 


subsidence  has  reached  a  maximum  of  about  three  and  one-half  feet 
us  judged  by  the  floor  of  the  Postoffice  building  and  the  movement 
toward  the  bay,  as  judged  by  the  street  railway  track  and  alignment 
of  the  trolley  line  support  poles,  has  extended  for  300  to  600  feet 
in  the  length  of  Mission  street,  reached  a  maximum  of  about  five 
feel  at  a  point   175  feet  south  and  west  of  Seventh.     Platting  the 
limits  of  this  disturbance  on  the  map,  they  are  seen  to  coincide  as 
near  as  can  be  measured  with  the  outline  of  the  old  Sullivan  marsh  as 
shown  by  the  Coast  Survey  map  of  1857,  and  as  the  writer  distinctly 
remembers  it  to  have  been. 


206 


1906  Duryea  and  others, 

1907, 
p.  265. 


...  a  number  of  brick  warehouses  on  the  north  side  of  the  Southern 
Pacific  Railroad,  between  Fourth  and  Sixth  Streets,  •  *  •  their  settle- 
ment during  the  earthquake,  with  respect  to  the  railroad  right  of  way, 
just  south  of  them,  being  about  2  feet. 


207  A         1906         Hyde,  On  Fifth  St.,  between  Folsom  and  Harrison  Sts. ,  the  brick  sewer 

J(  1906b,  settled  with  the  adjacent  land,  its  crown  was  destroyed  and  the  channel 

p.  740.  had  become  filled  with  sand  which  blocked  up  the  sewage  to  a  dangerous 

extent . 


208 


1906         Lawson  and  others, 
1908, 
p.  245. 


Mint.--  •  .  •  The  southwest  corner  is  the  lowest,  being  0.498  foot  = 
5.976  inches   (mean)  below  the  northwest  corner.  ... 

The  deformation  indicated  by  the  above  measurements  can  not  be  wholly 
referred  to  the  earthquake,  since  it  is  quite  probable  that  the  struc- 
tures had  settled  somewhat  before  that  event.  It  appears,  however,  to 
be  desirable  to  put  the  measurements  on  record  for  future  re-ference. 
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X  B 


X  B 


□  B 


□  L 


□  C 


1906 


1906 


1868 
1865 


1868 
1865 


1868 


1906 


1906 


Hyde, 
1906b, 
p.  738. 

Derleth, 
1906b, 
p.  553. 

Lawson  and  others, 
1908, 
p.  458. 

Hoi den, 
1898, 
p.  76. 

Sunday  Record- 
Herald, 
1906. 


Lawson  and  others, 
1908, 

plate  89C. 


Gilbert,  Hunphrey, 
Sewell,  and  Soule, 
1907, 

p.  97  and  98, 
plate  62, 
plate  63, 
plate  64. 


[Picture  caption]    Settlement  on  Sixth  Street.     ...  just  south  of 
Howard  St.     The  amount  of  the  drop  at  the  lamp  post  ...  was  fully 
2  ft.    The  sidewalk  north  of  this  point  and  the  street  at  the  junction 
of  Howard  appears  to  have  settled  but  very  little. 

Fig.  15  shows  a  drop  in  Howard  St.  Where  the  men  are  standing  a 
sidewalk  on  foundations  has  remained  in  place.  [Picture  caption, 
p.   551]    STREET  SUNKEN;  SIDEWALK  IN  PLACE  BECAUSE  ON  FOUNDATIONS. 

A  small  crevice  opened,  as  in  1865,  on  Howard  Street  beyond  Sixth 
Street. 


1868.  October  21;  IX.  ...  As  in  1865,  a  small  crevasse  was  opened 
on  Howard  Street,  beyond  Sixth. 


Twain  Tells  Humors  of  1868  Earthquake.     ...  A  crack  a  hundred  feet 
long  gaped  open  six  inches  wide  in  the  middle  of  one  street  and  then 
shut  together  again  with  such  force  as  to  ridge  up  the  meeting  earth 
like  a  slender  grave. 

[Picture  caption]    Sixth  Street,  near  Howard.    Once  occupied  by 
marsh.     Street  dropt  nearly  3  feet.     Sidewalk  held  up  by  piling  founda- 
tion of  a  building.     H.  0.  W. 

The  steel-frame  and  granite  post-office  building  (Pis.  XL  1 1 ,  B;  XLIII; 
XLIV)  was  carried  on  isolated  grillage  foundations,  each  column  having 
its  own  footing.    The  diagonals  of  the  building  ran  nearly  north  and 
south  and  east  and  west,  the  south  corner  being  at  Seventh  and  Mission 
streets.    To  the  south  and  west  of  Mission  street  was  an  elongated, 
narrow,  curved  area  in  which  the  earthquake  damage  was  very  severe 
[see  loc.  20S].     It  was  commonly  reported  that  this  area,  which  was 
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TABLES  5-9 

Table  7. — Specific  descriptions  of  ground  failures  in  Sun  Francisco  City  and  County — Continued 
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ca-  Fig-  Tail-  Acc'u-  Year  of  Reference  Quotation 

ion    ure     urc      ra-  carth- 
o.       No.     typo     cy  quake 


*2A0  x 


X  A 


1906         Gilbert,  Humphrey, 
Sewell,  and  Soule", 
1907, 
p.  44, 
plate  43B. 

1906  Gilbert,  Humphrey, 

Sewell,  and  SoulS, 
190  7, 

P-  99, 
plate  43B. 


not  far  from  the  south  corner  of  the  post-office  building,  was  a 
stream  bed  or  ravine  that  had  been   filled  within  the  recollection  of 
the  older  inhabitants  of  San  Francisco.     ...  Mr.  Roberts,  who  is 
evidently  a  cool  and  accurate  observer,  seemed  of  the  opinion  that 
the  material  under  the  building  was  a  natural  deposit,  and  not  an 
artificial  fill.     But  toward  the  south  it  was  not  of  a  nature  to 
inspire  confidence  in  its  carrying  power  at  the  depth  shown  on  the 
foundation  plans.     He  accordingly  obtained  authority  to  lower  the 
footings  wherever  the  material  at  the  depth  shown  on  the  plans 
seemed  unreliable,  so  that  the  footings  of  the  south  half  of  the 
building  were  lowered- -some  of  them,  as  I  remember  his  statements, 
to  a  depth  of  20  feet  or  more  below  the  basemen t - floor  level.     At  any 
rate,  he  carried  them  to  a  point  where  the  material,  in  his  judgement, 
was  sufficiently  hard  and  compact.     All  this  underlying  material  is 
very  sandy;  but  at  considerable  depths,   I  understand,  gravel  appears, 
and  the  combination  is  almost  as  hard  as  hardpan. 

The  ground  at  the  corner  of  Seventh  and  .Mission  streets  settled  about 
3  feet  (PI.  XLIII,  B) .    The  floor  of  the  LP°st  OfficeJ  building  was 
slightly  cracked  at  that  point,  and  Mr.  Roberts  stated  that  there  was 
a  settling  of  about  1  3/4  inches. 


The  street  went  down  about  4  or  5  feet  at  this  point  [.Mission  St.  in 
front  of  the  Post  Office]  as  a  result  of  the  earthquake  (PI.  XLIII,  B), 


1906  Lawson  and  others, 

1908, 
p.  238. 


The  new  United  States  Post-office  building,  (plate  94B),  at  the  corner 
of  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets,  was  just  on  the  margin  of  the  district 
[ses  loc.  205J.     It  is  a  steel  and  granite  structure,  resting  upon  a 
foundation  of  piling  driven  to  a  considerable  depth  •  ♦  *  .    At  its 
southwest  corner,  the  streets  are  deformed  into  great  waves,  some  with 
an  amplitude  of  at  least  3  feet,  causing  fissures  and  sharp  compres- 
sional  arches  in  the  pavement  and  sidewalks.     Some  of  the  granite 
flanking  structures,  which  did  not  rest  upon  the  pile  foundation  of  the 
building,  shared  this  undulatory  movement. 


1906         Lawson  and  others, 
1908, 
p.  244. 


1906         Lawson  and  others, 
1908, 

plate  94B. 

1906  Hyde, 
1906b , 
p.  737. 

1906  Jordan, 
1907, 
p.  154. 


.'leu  Post-office . —  *  *  *  The  southwest  corner  is  the  lowest  and  is  the 
only  one  that  settled  materially,  being  about  0.393  foot  =  4.72  inches 
lower.    The  outer  walls  have  cracks  in  many  places.    This  is  a  fairly 
good  showing  for  a  bad  foundation.     [Because  no  immediately  pre-earth- 
quake  measurements  are  available,  it  is  not  certain  that  all  settlement 
occurred  during  the  earthquake.] 

[Picture  caption]    San  Francisco  Post-office,  Mission  and  Seventh 
Streets.    Near  corner  of  building  is  on  edge  of  old  marsh.     Ground  over 
marsh  sank  and  lurched. 

[Picture  caption]  At  the  comer  of  Mission  and  Seventh,  Sts.  The  ground 
is  a  loose  fill  and  settled  considerably,  while  Mission  St.  has  apparent- 
ly been  thrown  to  the  southeast  at  this  point  at  least  2  ft. 

[Picture  caption]  Fig.  27 — General  Postoffice,  Southwest  Corner,  Show- 
ing Severe  Distortion  and  Subsidence  of  the  Sidewalk  and  Street  Levels. 


1906  Davidson, 
1906, 
p.  181. 


1906         Duryea  and  others, 
1907, 
p.  288, 
plate  38. 


•  *  »  on  the  "filled"  in  land  near  the  new  Post  Office,  the  building, 
piled  upon  a  clay  foundation,  suffered  but  little,  while  the  street  in 
front,  made  upon  twenty-three  feet  of  sand  over  a  marsh,  sank  two  feet 
and  slid  out  from  the  building  about  one  and  one-half  feet. 

The  Post  Office  Building  •  «  «  was  on  piles  •  *  •  and  the  earthquake 
wave  motion  moved  through  this  forest  foundation,  following  and  develop- 
ing_  lines  of  least  resistance,  with  consequent  promiscuous  racking  all 
over  the  building.    At  the  four  corners  the  cracks  were  most  pronounced 
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HISTORIC  GROUND  FAILURES  IN  NORTHERN  CALIFORNIA  TRIGGERED  BY  EARTHQUAKES 
Table  7 — Specific  descriptions  of  ground  failures  in  San  Francisco  City  and  County — Continued 
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Hiimielwright  , 
1906, 
p.  192. 


Himme lwright , 
1906, 
p.  193. 


UNITED  STATES  POST  OFFICE.     N.  K.  Cor.  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets. 
»  «  •  At  the  southwest  corner,  the  ground  settled  about  2  ft.  at  the 
building  line  and  about  5  ft.  at  the  curb,  the  entire  surface  from  the 
building  line  moving  out  about  5  ft.  to  the  south.     This  distorted  the 
sidewalk  and  steps  of  the  two  entrances,  there  being  cracks  in  the 
joints  of  the  cement  sidewalk  slabs  S"  wide.     It  was  necessary  to  place 
two  temporary  wooden  steps  of  about  8"  rise  from  the  sidewalk  in  its 
settled  position  to  that  portion  of  the  steps  which  remain  approxi- 
mately at  the  original  height. 

[Picture  caption]    UNITED  STATES  POST  OFFICE.     Northeast  Corner  of 
Seventh  and  Mission  Streets.     At  the  curb  in  front  of  the  building, 
on  the  right-hand  side,  the  ground  settled  S  feet  and  moved  to  the 
east  away  from  the  building  about  6  feet.     At  the  building  line,  the 
ground  settled  about  2  feet,  causing  the  displacement  of  the  granite 
coping,  steps,  etc.,  at  the  sidewalk  level,  as  shown.     The  sidewalk 
was  originally  a  straight  grade  on  the  right-hand  side  where  the  sag 
is  now  shown.     The  northwest  corner  of  the  building  was  badly  racked 
by  the  earthquake,  and  temporary  shores  were  in  position  when  the 
photograph  was  taken.     This  building  was  only  slightly  damaged  by 
the  fire. 
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Hyde, 
1906a, 
p.  701. 


Uerleth, 
1906a, 
p.  503. 


Gilbert,  Humphrey, 
Sewell,  and  Soule, 
1907, 
p.  99, 
plate  62B. 


United  States  Post  Office.--  ...  The  effect  of  the  earthquake 
throughout  this  vicinity  has  been  most  marked.     Streets  in  this  neigh- 
borhood have  settled  very  considerably  and  the  sidewalk  has  also 
seriously  sunk.     Mission  St..  at  the  corner  of  7th.  has  been  thrown 
bodily  southward  to  the  extent  of  at least  two  feet.     It  is  evident 
that  the  building  itself  settled  slightly,  inasmuch  as  serious  cracks 
were  developed  on  the  granite  facing  at  the  southwest,  northwest,  and 
the  northeast  corners,  and  these  cracks  presumably  extend  into  the 
brickwork. 

The  magnificent  Post  Office  building,  corner  of  Mission  and  Seventh 
Sts . ,  rests  upon  sand,  and  under  one  end  of  it  at  one  time  ran  an 
old  creek  bed.    This  building  rests  upon  piles  and  heavy  concrete 
walls,  but  has  been  badly  cracked  due  to  the  severe  convulsion  of 
the  ground.     It  has  been  unharmed  by  the  fire,  but  will  need  exten- 
sive repairs. 


...  there  was  a  partially  erected  steel  frame  (PI.  XLII,  B)  on 
the  southwest  side  of  Seventh  street,  near  the  post-office.  Before 
the  earthquake  all  the  columns  were  plumb  and  in  true  alignment.  As 
a  result  of  the  shock  there  was  a  lateral  shifting  of  the  column 
bases  —  the  relative  movement  being  almost  2  feet  in  some  places — at 
the  cellar-floor  level.     The  basement  walls  of  the  incomplete  building 
were  also  shifted  horizontally;  at  the  east  corner,  where  the  walls 
had  met  at  a  right  angle,  they  had  been  ruptured  by  a  vertical  crack 
and  moved  laterally  in  such  a  way  that  the  angle  between  them  was 
reduced  to  about  75°  .... 
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1906 


Los  Angeles  'derate 
1906. 


[Picture  caption]    This  remarkable  photograph  shows  how  Mission 
street,  San  Francisco,  sunk  away  from  the  curb  to  a  depth  of  five 
feet.     The  postoffice  is  located  one  block  north,  where  the  ground 
was  upheaved  to  a  height  of  several   feet.     In  this  area  of  "made" 
ground  houses  were  completely  overturned  and  in  several  instances 
sank  for  considerable  distance  below  the  level  of  the  street. 
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Lawson  and  others, 
1908, 


On  the  marshy  lands  in  the  vicinity  of  Howard  and  Seventh  Streets 
the  ground  was  heaved  in  some  places  and  sank  in  others.  Lamp-posts 
were  thrown  out  of  perpendicular,  gas-pipes  were  broken,  etc. 
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O 
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Hoi  den. 
1898, 
p.  66. 


18d5.     October  8;   IX;  ...  On  the  marshy  lands  in  the  vicinity  or 
Howard  and  Seventh  streets,  lamp  posts,  water  pipes  and  gas  pipes 
were  broken  and  thrown  out  of  position.     The  ground  on  Howard  Street, 
from  Seventh  north  to  Ninth,  cracked  open,   leaving  a  fissure  nearly 
an  inch  wide. 
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Letter  9 

Department  of  Conservation,  Office  of  Governmental  and  Environmental  Relations 
June  6, 1996 

In  order  to  aid  persons  reviewing  the  response  to  this  letter,  the  following  definitions  are 
provided  (as  developed  by  the  EIS/EIR  preparer): 

Maximum  Probable  Earthquake  -  The  maximum  probable  earthquake  is  the  maximum 
earthquake  that  is  likely  to  occur  during  a  100-year  interval.  It  is  to  be  regarded  as  a 
probable  occurrence,  not  as  an  assured  event  that  will  occur  at  a  specific  time. 

Ground  Motion  or  Acceleration  -  The  displacement  of  the  ground  due  to  the  passage  of 
elastic  waves  arising  from  earthquakes,  seismic  shots,  and  the  like.  Groundshaking  or 
motion  is  often  measured  as  acceleration,  which  is  the  time  rate  of  change  of  velocity  of  a 
reference  point  during  an  earthquake.  Commonly  expressed  in  percentage  of  gravity  (g, 
equal  to  980  cm/s2). 

Deterministic  Approach  -  An  approach  which  generally  makes  use  of  discrete,  single- 
valued  events  or  models  to  arrive  at  scenario-like  descriptions  of  earthquake  hazard.  A 
simple  example  of  a  deterministic  statement  of  earthquake  hazard  could  be:  the 
earthquake  hazard  at  site  X  is  a  peak  ground  acceleration  of  0.5  g  (50  percent  of  the 
acceleration  of  gravity)  resulting  from  the  occurrence  of  a  magnitude  6.5  earthquake  on 
fault  Y  at  a  distance  of  10  kilometers. 

Probabilistic  Approach  -  In  contrast  to  the  typical  deterministic  analyses  which  make  use 
of  discrete,  single-valued  events  or  models  to  arrive  at  the  required  description  of 
earthquake  hazard,  probabilistic  analysis  allows  the  use  of  multi-valued  or  continuous 
events  and  models. 

Attenuation  -  1)  A  reduction  in  the  amplitude  or  energy  of  a  signal,  such  as  might  be 
produced  through  a  filter;  and  2)  A  reduction  in  the  amplitude  of  seismic  waves,  as 
produced  by  divergence,  reflection  and  scatter,  and  absorption  and/or  that  portion  of  the 
decrease  in  seismic  or  sonar  signal  strength  with  distance  that  is  not  dependent  on 
geometrical  divergence,  but  on  the  physical  characteristics  of  the  transmitting  medium  (i.e. 
the  nature  of  the  geology). 

9-1  The  commentor  states  that  published  data  referenced  in  the  Draft  EIS/EIR  does  not  reflect 
the  current  knowledge  of  the  subsurface  geologic  conditions  at  the  sites  considered,  and 
provides  more  recent  references,  to  BART  tunnel  construction  below  Market  Street  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  sites,  to  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  earthquake  and  related  discoveries,  and  to 
new  seismology  procedures  and  methods  learned  from  recent  large  California  earthquakes. 
The  commentor  provides  related  materials  and  a  bibliography  as  attachments 

Response.  GSA  would  like  to  thank  the  Department  of  Conservation  for  the  materials 
provided.  These  materials  will  be  forwarded  to  the  geotechnical  engineers  for  the  project. 
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The  references  provided  by  the  Department  have  been  reviewed,  and  Section  3.1  and 
Section  4.1  of  the  EIS/EIR  have  been  modified  to  incorporate  the  data  provided.  The 
commentor  has  provided  41  citations  that  generally  address  geology  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area.  Selected  references  provided  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 
(CDMG)  considered  to  be  specially  relevant  to  the  project  were  reviewed  and  information 
derived  from  these  references  are  cited  in  the  report.  These  include  Dames  &  Moore 
(1964;  on  page  3.1-5),  Indriss  (1991;  page  3.1-1),  Joyner  (1982;  page  3.1-4),  Perkins  and 
Boatwright  (1995;  page  3.1-12),  and  Schlocker  (1974;  page  3.1-5).  References  that  were 
considered  duplicative  or  non  specific  to  the  sites  under  consideration  have  not  been 
mentioned  in  the  report.  The  data  provided  by  the  commentor  in  this  comment  and  the 
comments  and  responses  discussed  below  do  not  alter  the  conclusions  of  the  EIS\EIR 
regarding  the  environmental  effects  of  the  project. 

9-2  The  commentor  recommends  that  the  seismic  shaking  (Maps  2  and  3)  and  liquefaction 
(Map  4)  maps  published  in  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  Draft  1996 
Community  Safety  Element  be  used  in  lieu  of  the  1974  and  1988  city  reports  referred  to  in 
the  draft  EIS/EIR. 

Response.  The  draft  EIS/EIR  was  prepared  in  1995  prior  to  the  publication  of  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department  Draft  1996  Community  Safety  Element.  However, 
subsections  addressing  seismic  ground-shaking  and  liquefaction  within  Section  3.1  and  4.1 
have  been  revised  to  cite  the  suggested  references. 

With  respect  to  the  seismic  shaking  maps,  we  updated  the  text;  however,  we  chose  not  to 
include  the  suggested  maps  (Maps  2  and  3)  in  Section  3.1  because  they  are  of  poor  quality 
and  do  not  provide  any  new  information.  In  any  event,  we  have  included  the  maps  in  the 
Appendix  to  Section  12.  In  response  to  the  commentor,  the  liquefaction  map  (Figure  3.1- 
5  in  DEIS/DEIR)  was  substituted  for  the  map  (Map  4)  in  the  Draft  1996  Community 
Safety  Element.  The  information  found  in  this  map  is  reflected  in  the  maps  in  Section  3.1. 

9-3  The  commentor  states  that  the  terminology  Alquist-Priolo  "Special  Studies  Zone"  was 
renamed  Alquist-Priolo  "Earthquake  Fault  Zone." 

Response.  The  text  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  comment. 

9-4  The  commentor  states  that  the  information  presented  in  the  Table  3.1-1  was  developed  by 
Burke  and  Halley  in  1973.  The  commentor  suggests  that  Perkins  and  Boatwright  (1995) 
fault  parameters  for  the  Design  Basis  Earthquake  for  maximum  probable  ground  motion 
be  considered. 

Response.  There  are  two  basic  types  of  seismic  hazard  analysis  which  can  be  adopted  in 
the  determination  of  design  earthquakes  and  ground  motions:  the  deterministic  analysis 
and  the  probabilistic  analysis.  The  deterministic  procedure  bases  the  calculation  for  the 
seismic  design  of  a  facility  on  the  largest  expected  earthquake  or  ground  motion  at  the  site 
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of  the  facility.  A  probabilistic  analysis  provides  useful  data  regarding  the  likelihood  of 
exceeding  various  levels  of  earthquake  shaking  within  a  given  period  of  time,  which  can  be 
used  to  perform  cost-benefit  analyses  in  order  to  select  the  criteria  for  the  most  economic 
design(Yegion,  M.K.  [July  1979],  State-of-the-Art  for  Assessing  Earthquake  Hazards  in 
the  United  States). 

The  parameters  presented  in  Table  3.1-1  have  been  reviewed  relative  to  more  recent 
references  (Blake,  1995).  The  text  has  been  modified  to  incorporate  the  associated 
changes.  On  the  basis  of  the  geologic  characteristics  of  each  site  and  the  proximity  of 
several  large  active  and  potentially  active  faults,  there  is  a  potential  for  strong  ground 
motion  to  impact  both  the  sites.  Recent  estimates  of  the  maximum  credible  earthquake 
and  deterministic  estimates  of  peak  ground  acceleration  are  presented  in  this  table. 
Perkins  and  Boatwright  (1995)  present  probabilistic  estimates  of  magnitude  for  some  of 
the  faults  discussed  in  the  text.  The  maximum  credible  earthquake  magnitudes  and 
deterministic  ground  motion  estimates  are  sufficient  basis  for  the  conclusions  of  the 
EIS/EIR.  As  indicated  in  Section  4. 1  of  the  EIS/EIR,  GSA  will  perform  a  geotechnical 
engineering  study  for  the  project  site.  Probabilistic  estimation  of  the  design  earthquake 
and/or  ground  motions,  if  needed  for  design,  are  considered  to  be  within  the  scope  of  that 
study  and  will  be  performed  at  the  time  the  study  is  prepared  if  determined  to  be  needed 
by  GSA's  geotechnical  consultant. 

Such  a  study  would  be  inappropriate  at  this  time.  Not  until  a  site  is  both  chosen  and 
secured  would  it  make  practical  sense  to  investigate  detailed  and  design  specific 
geotechnical  evaluations.  The  information  on  ground  motion  included  in  the  EIS/EIR  is 
sufficient  to  support  the  conclusion  that  the  project  can  be  designed  to  avoid  significant 
impacts  associated  with  seismic  hazards. 

9-5  The  commentor  recommends  editorial  corrections  to  the  section  on  stratigraphy  and  soil 
properties  to  include  site  geology  that  is  scientifically  correct  and  provides  references  to 
studies  that  address  the  general  project  area. 

Response.  The  subsections  titled  Stratigraphy  and  Soil  Properties  within  Section  3.1.1 
(pages  3.1-3  to  3.1-10)  have  been  revised  to  reflect  the  comment  and  incorporate 
information  from  the  relevant  suggested  references.  Please  note  that  the  commentor 
provided  an  extensive  listing  of  references.  All  references  were  considered  in  the 
response,  however,  only  those  relevant  to  the  issues  have  been  cited. 

9-6  The  commentor  suggests  that  specific  subsurface  geology  can  be  reliably  inferred  from 
nearby  borehole  logs  and  recent  boreholes  within  a  few  city  blocks  of  the  two  sites,  and 
from  the  information  presented  in  Joyner  (1982). 

Response.  Section  3.1.1  (pages  3.1-1  to  3.1-13)  of  the  EIS/EIR  has  been  modified  to 
reference  the  borehole  logs  and  maps  provided  by  the  commentor.  Detailed  subsurface 
geological  information  for  the  site  will  be  obtained  during  the  geotechnical  investigation  of 
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the  chosen  site,  and  actual  conditions  at  the  sites  could  vary  compared  to  the  referenced 
sources  to  soils  investigations  in  the  general  area. 

9-7  The  commentor  suggests  that  peak  ground  acceleration,  maximum  probable  ground 
motion  and  upper  bound  earthquakes  should  be  estimated  for  the  site.  Design  ground 
motion  should  be  calculated  by  referenced  method  with  consideration  of  dynamic 
properties  of  the  soft  soils  at  both  sites. 

Response.  Deterministic  estimates  of  the  peak  ground  acceleration  (PGA)  resulting  from 
Maximum  Credible  Earthquakes  along  significant  faults  have  been  provided  in  Table  3.1- 
1.  The  attenuation  relationship  proposed  by  Idriss  (1991)  for  soft  soil-sites  was  used  to 
estimate  median  peak  horizontal  ground  acceleration.  The  relevance  of  the  attenuation 
relationship  used  should  be  reviewed  after  field  investigation  has  been  performed  for  the 
chosen  site. 

As  indicated  in  Section  4.1  of  the  EIS/EIR,  the  project  proponent  will  perform  a 
geotechnical  engineering  study  for  the  selected  project  site.  This  comment  will  be 
forwarded  to  GSA's  geotechnical  consultant  for  consideration.  Recommendations  of  the 
geotechnical  consultant  will  be  followed. 

9-8  The  commentor  suggests  that  spectral  accelerations  should  be  estimated  for  0.3,  1.0  and 
2.0  second  periods. 

Response.  In  the  EIS/EIR  preparer's  opinion,  the  ground  motion  parameters  presented  in 
Table  3.1-1  of  the  report  are  a  sufficient  basis  for  the  conclusions  of  the  EIS/EIR.  As 
indicated  in  Section  4. 1  of  the  EIS/EIR,  the  project  proponent  will  perform  a  geotechnical 
engineering  study  for  the  project  site.  Site  specific  response  spectra,  if  needed  for  project 
design,  are  considered  to  be  within  the  scope  of  that  study  and  would  be  estimated  at  that 
time  [see  response  9-4  second  paragraph],  and  mitigation  measure  4. 1(A)- la  has  been 
revised  to  make  this  clear. 

9-9  The  commentor  suggests  that  the  EIS/EIR  should  clarify  that  both  sites  are  known  to  be 
within  a  liquefaction  hazard  zone  and  that  a  detailed  geotechnical  study  will  be  required  at 
both  sites  to  include  standard  penetration  tests. 

Response.  Commentor  is  correct.  Both  sites  are  in  liquefaction  zones,  or  near  enough  to 
warrant  detailed  geotechnical  studies  prior  to  design.  Figure  3.1-2  of  the  draft  EIS/EIR 
and  revised  Figure  3.1-1  in  the  FEIS/EIR  is  a  map  of  liquefaction  hazard  areas  and  both 
sites  are  shown  to  be  within  (or  at  least  very  near)  liquefaction  hazard  areas.  The  text  of 
Section  4.1  of  the  EIS/EIR  has  been  modified  to  state  that  the  sites  are  mapped  within 
liquefaction  hazard  areas  (see  pages  3.1-13  and  4.1-4).  This  does  not  alter  the  EIS/EIR 
findings  relating  to  significance.  Section  4. 1  states  that  the  proposed  project  shall  comply 
with  the  Community  Safety  Element  Life  Safety  Policy  4,  which  requires  preparation  of  a 
geologic  or  soil  engineering  site  investigation  that  includes  liquefaction  potential 
evaluation  be  performed  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission,  as  well  as  the  Tenth  and  Market  sites 
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(see  page  4.1-5  and  4.1-6).  The  geotechnical  study,  including  standard  penetration  tests 
as  determined  to  be  necessary  by  the  geotechnical  engineer,  will  be  performed  for  either 
site  after  one  of  the  sites  has  been  chosen  and  secured.  Any  recommended  engineering 
design  measures  proposed  within  the  geotechnical  study  and  incorporated  into  the  project 
design  would  reduce  potential  impacts  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

9-10  The  commentor  recommends  that  the  EIS/EIR  include  a  map  of  ground  failures  from  the 
1906  San  Francisco  Earthquake  (Youd  and  Hoose  1978),  and  that  the  EIS/EIR  be 
modified  to  reflect  that  the  vicinity  of  the  7th  and  Mission  site  has  historically  been  subject 
to  greater  ground  deformation  than  the  vicinity  of  the  10th  and  Market  site  during  major 
earthquakes. 

Response.  Section  4.1  of  the  EIS/EIR  (at  page  4.1-6)  has  been  modified  to  reference  the 
map  and  descriptions  of  ground  failures  (Youd  and  Hoose  1978)  provided  by  the 
commentor,  and  to  indicate  that  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  is  likely  subject  to  greater 
geologic  hazards  than  the  Tenth  and  Market  site.  However,  this  change  does  not  alter  the 
conclusion  that  geological  impacts  are  less  than  significant  with  mitigation.  Although  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  site  is  likely  subject  to  greater  geologic  hazards  than  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site,  the  potential  for  strong  ground  motion  exists  for  both  sites  and  the  impacts 
will  be  less  than  significant  due  to  mitigation  resulting  in  appropriate  engineering  design. 

9-11  The  commentor  suggests  that  the  two  sites  can  be  better  characterized  in  Summary  Figure 
S-2  by  relabeling  the  column  "Geology-Seismic  Shaking  &  Liquefaction,"  and  omitting 
"landform,"  and  by  clarifying  the  differences  between  the  two  sites. 

Response.  The  column  labels  correspond  to  the  section  headings  used  in  the  text.  The 
headings  will  not  be  changed  in  order  to  prevent  confusion  on  the  reader's  part.  As  noted 
above,  despite  some  differences  in  existing  geological  settings,  engineering  design  will 
ensure  that  impacts  at  either  site  would  be  less  than  significant.  Consequently  the 
significance  determination  will  not  change. 
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LETTER  10 


May  3,  1996 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens 

GSA  -  Portfolio  Management  Division 
Public  Building  Services 
450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

Re:     Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("EIS") 
For  New  San  Francisco  Federal  Building 
Project  Number:  NCA  04000  (GSA)  -  94.1573(SF) 
Tenth  and  Market  Alternative 

Dear  Ms.  Byrens: 

I  am  the  managing  partner  for  Polk  Market  Co.,  the  owner  of  Fox  Plaza,  1390  Market 
Street,  a  thirty-story  building  located  kitty-corner  to  the  proposed  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative  for  the  new  Federal  Building.  Fox  Plaza  is  a  multi-use  building  containing  446 
apartments  and  230,000  square  feet  of  commercial  space  plus  an  underground  garage. 

We  wish  to  express  our  strong  support  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative  which  we 
believe  will  be  an  enormous  enhancement  to  Market  Street  and  to  the  Civic  Center  area. 
We  have  carefully  reviewed  the  draft  EIS. 

The  EIS  has  raised  some  wind  hazard  concerns  regarding  the  Tenth  and  Market 
Alternative.  Although  the  report  states  that  a  wind  hazard  would  increase  by  one  hour 
per  year  at  Fox  Plaza,  it  is  our  belief  that  the  number  of  hazard  hours  are  grossly 
exaggerated  and  have  not  been  measured  at  all  the  reasonable  locations  around  Fox 
Plaza  which  tenants  and  pedestrians  actually  use.  It  is  my  understanding  that  in  thirty 
years  of  our  ownership  of  Fox  Plaza,  we  have  never  had  a  claim  of  injury  due  to  a  wind 
hazard.  The  report  states  that  the  building  configuration  noted  as  Option  D,  as  shown 
on  Figure  4.14-1,  could  actually  improve  the  overall  wind  conditions  in  the  Tenth  and 
Market  area. 
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Ms.  Joan  Byrens 
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With  or  without  the  wind  mitigation  proposed  by  Option  D,  we  believe  that  the  Tenth  and 
Market  Alternative  is  the  superior  location  for  transportation,  aesthetics,  pedestrian 
access,  and  public  transportation.  It  will  enhance  the  Civic  Center  area  of  San  Francisco 
in  accordance  with  the  Civic  Center  Area  Plan  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department. 


Very  truly  yours, 


CALFOX,  INC.,  Managing  Agent 
of  Polk  Market  Co. 


"  Gerald  K.  Cah^  President 


GKC:scs 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Letter  10 

Gerald  K.  Cahill,  President 
CALFOX,  Inc. 
May  3, 1996 

10-1  Commentor  believes  that  wind  hazard  impacts  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative  site 
are  overstated,  noting  that  not  all  locations  used  by  pedestrians  around  Fox  Plaza  were 
measured  and  that  he  knows  of  no  claims  of  injury  due  to  wind. 

Response.  The  analysis  of  wind  impacts  in  the  area  was  conducted  by  Dr.  Bruce  White  of 
the  University  of  California  at  Davis.  Dr.  White  has  conducted  over  50  such  studies  in  the 
City  of  San  Francisco  and  was  one  of  the  authors  of  the  ordinance  that  governs  wind 
impacts.  The  analysis  conducted  was  done  in  a  manner  recognized  by  the  City  as 
appropriate  under  their  ordinance.  Thirty  three  test  points  were  studied  for  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site,  including  five  around  Fox  Plaza.  The  determination  of  whether  a  particular 
measurement  point  was  hazardous  was  based  on  whether  it  exceeded  the  hazard  wind 
criterion  of  the  City's  Wind  Ordinance.  GSA  believes  this  information  more  accurately 
represents  wind  conditions  at  the  site  than  the  number  of  reported  wind-related  injuries. 
The  commentor  is  correct  that  the  Option  D  design  would  generally  reduce  existing  wind 
impacts  in  the  area.  Nevertheless,  the  area  would  remain  very  windy  with  hazardous 
conditions  continuing  as  defined  by  the  City  Wind  Ordinance. 

10-2    Comment  expresses  an  opinion  in  support  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  Alternative. 

Response.  Because  this  comment  does  not  raise  environmental  issues  with  regard  to  the 
EIS/EIR,  no  response  is  required.  However,  the  comment  is  noted  for  the  decision 
maker's  consideration. 
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LETTER  1 1 


SUE  C.  HESTOR 

Attorney  at  Law 

870  Market  Street,  Suite  1121 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
(415)  362-2778 


June  5,  1996 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens,  Asset  Manager  (9PT) 
U.S.  General  Services  Administration 
450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco  CA  94102-3400 

RE:     NCA  04000   (GSA)   and  94.157E  (SF) 
SF  Federal  Building 

Dear  Ms.  Byrens: 

The  Draft  EIS/EIR  for  the  above  project  need  substantial 
amplification  of  the  7th  and  Market  alternative.     It  is  clear  from 
the  Draft  EIR  that  the  comments  made  by  the  public  in  1993  —  the 
the  10th  and  Market  site  would  have  substantial,  hazardous  wind 
problems  that  could  not  be  adequately  mitigated  —  have  been  borne 
out  by  the  studies  done  for  the  EIR.     Based  on  the  fact  that  the 
7th  and  Mission  site  has  greatly  reduced  wind  impacts,   it  is  clear 
that  the  main  focus  should  now  shift  to  the  7th  &  Mission  site. 

But  since  the  Redevelopment  Agency  has  invested  so  much  time  and 
money  in  the  10th  &  Market  alternative,  including  various  massing 
models,  the  EIR  fails  to  provide  adequate  information  on  the  7th  & 
Mission  site.     This  must  be  rectified  in  the  revisions  to  the 
EIS/EIR  or  the  City  and  Federal  government  will  have  inadequate 
information  to  make  the  determinations,   including  adjustments  to 
the  design,  when  the  EIR  is  released.     While  I  realize  that  there 
has  been  no  contract  for  the  design  awarded,  and  that  this  has 
resulted  in  very  cursory  information  on  the  7th  &  Mission  design, 
you  have  no  basis  for  comparison  to  the  10th  &  Market  site  which 
already  has  a  more  elaborate  design  concept  which  was  used  in  the 
EIR. 

Socio-Economic  Costs  to  C&CSF  Budget 

I  would  note  that  the  EIS  must  include  information  on  socio- 
economic impacts,  a  distinction  from  an  EIR.     One  of  the  socio- 
economic impacts  of  this  project  is  that  the  cost  of  the  land  has 
shifted  from  the  federal  budget  to  the  budget  of  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco.     In  reviewing  the  EIR  the  components  of 
site  clearance  and  constraints  during  and  after  construction  (e.g. 
demolition  of  existing  structures,  relocation  of  tenants, 
limitations  on  pile  driving  to  protect  the  Bank  of  America 
facility)   are  enumerated  but  no  dollar  figures  included.     In  this 
instance  I  am  focussing  on  costs  other  than  the  "sale  price"  the 
Agency  will  incur  in  purchasing  the  site  from  the  current  owners 
of  the  two  parcels.     To  the  extent  that  either  site  incurs  costs 
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which  San  Francisco  will  have  to  bear  to  provide  this  site  for  the 
federal  government,  and  the  money  spent  to  provide  that  site  will 
not  be  available  for  other  City  purposes  —  including  services 
which  will  have  socio-economic  impacts  on  the  City  --  it  is 
necessary  to  set  out  those  costs  at  this  point.     I  therefore 
request  that  a  dollar  amount  of  the  various  components  of  site 
acquisition  and  clearance  be  estimated.     If  for  negotiation 
purposes  you  do  not  wish  to  place  a  dollar  value  on  the  direct 
cost  of  purchase  from  the  current  owners,  please  put  a  dollar 
value  on  the  other  costs  which  will  be  incurred  for  each  site. 

Scale  and  coverage  of  the  7th  &  Mission  site 

The  EIR  has  only  cursory  information  on  the  form  of  the  7th  & 
Mission  alternative     (see  in  particular  Figure  2-3) .     While  this 
in  itself  makes  the  EIR  insufficient  for  measuring  impacts  on 
views,  compatibility  with  the  surrounding  area,  and  scale,  the 
current  mass  makes  no  sense.     The  site  at  7th  &  Mission  is  larger 
than  10th  &  Market.     The  building  therefore  should  be  of  reduced 
height.     There  is  nothing  of  the  scale  of  the  building  proposed  in 
that  area.     It  will  be  grossly  out  of  character  with  its 
surroundings.     The  policies  of  Proposition  M  are  part  of  the 
Planning  Code  and  Master  Plan,  not  merely  the  height  and  bulk  maps 
of  the  City.     The  neighborhood  context  is  very  important  and  must 
be  discussed.     This  means  information  on  the  scale  of  the 
surrounding  buildings  (at  least  a  block  radius)   in  the  7th  Street 
corridor,  not  merely  the  allowable  zoned  heights.     In  San 
Francisco  the  Planning  Commission  often  requires  modification  in 
heights  and  scale  to  prevent  adverse  visual  and  physical  impacts 
on  the  surrounding  community.     There  is  no  absolute  right  to  go  to 
the  maximum  height  limit.     That  is  why  EIRs  are  written. 

Please  provide  at  least  one  alternative  mass  which  reduces  the 
height,  covers  more  of  the  lot  and  provides  an  interesting 
building  form  which  assists  in  both  breaking  up  the  wind  and 
providing  visual  amenities  to  the  surrounding  communities.  There 
should  be  sufficient  resources  around  to  come  up  with  something 
that  respects  the  Court  House  and  the  surrounding  historic 
resources  and  provides  a  much  more  community  friendly  scale  than 
the  mass  proposed. 

Aesthetic/Visual  Resources 

The  "setting"  on  the  7th  &  Mission  alternative  is  very  distorted. 
The  photos  are  from  a  perspective  that  appears  to  be  wide-angle 
lense  and  different  from  what  any  person  will  see.     Please  provide 
better,  more  readable  photo  perspectives  that  have  a  human  scale. 

The  "impacts"  analysis  is  woefully  inadequate.     First,  the 
conclusion  that  because  the  project  will  comply  with  City  Planning 
Code  design  policies  the  project  impacts  would  be  reduced  to  a 
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less  than  significant  level  is  without  foundation.     In  the  City 
projects  are  supposed  to  comply  with  those  standards; 
nevertheless  EIRs  are  drafted  which  consider  those  issues  and, 
surprise,  projects  are  modified  because  the  standards  are  general 
and  do  not  address  the  particular  concerns  which  may  occur  on  an 
individual  site. 

The  text  itself  contradicts  that  conclusion        the  building  would 
be  more  than  double  the  scale  of  anything  in  its  block. 
Structures  of  this  scale  change  have  the  potential  to  disrupt 
pedestrian  life  and  human-scaled  urban  form.     That  is  what  the 
DEIR/DEIS  says.     For  a  project  with  no  visuals,  no  real  model  and 
only  a  hypothetical  mass,   it  is  impossible  to  conclude  that  there 
will  be  no  visual  impacts  if  it  is  built  to  the  assumed  scale. 
Particularly  relevant  is  the  presence  of  the  magnificent  post 
office/court  building  directly  opposite.     You  must  do 
significantly  more  modelling  of  this  design  to  make  the 
conclusions  you  propose. 

Minutiae 

On  Table  2-3,  what  is  Parking  In  vs.  Parking  Out? 

In  conclusion,  please  abandon  NOW  the  10th  &  Market  site.  Please 
put,  at  a  minimum,  the  same  amount  of  resources  spent  on  massing 
that  structure  to  a  structure  at  7th  &  Mission.     If  this  means 
getting  the  architect  on  board  sooner,  please  do  it. 

This  project  has  the  potential  to  be  a  wonderful  asset  to  the 
federal  government  and  the  City.     It  also  has  the  potential  to  be 
a  dog,  like  the  450  Golden  Gate  building.     We  want  the  former. 

People  in  the  community  would  be  more  than  happy  to  work  with  the 
federal  government  on  the  design  and  neighborhood  compatibility 
issues.     You  will  get  a  much  better  building  if  you  start  now. 


e  C.  Hestor 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Letter  11 

Sue  Hestor,  Attorney  at  Law 
June  5,  1996 


11-1  Commentor  expresses  support  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  location  based  on  wind 
impacts  which  she  feels  cannot  be  adequately  mitigated  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  site  and 
states  that  the  EIS/EIR  fails  to  provide  adequate  information  on  the  design  for  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  site,  particularly  in  comparison  to  the  massing  models  prepared  for 
the  Tenth  and  Market  site.  Commentor  states  that  the  massing  models  for  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site  were  more  elaborate  than  those  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site. 

Response.  The  EIS/EIR  has  analyzed  the  two  alternative  sites  in  equal  levels  of  detail, 
and  in  as  much  detail  as  possible,  in  each  category  of  impacts  studied.  The  massing 
model  for  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative  referenced  by  the  Commentor,  was 
developed  only  for  wind  analysis  purposes.  None  of  the  massing  models  developed  for 
the  alternatives  were  used  as  "design  concepts." 

The  EIS/EIR  included  a  more  detailed  massing  diagram  in  the  wind  analysis  for  the 
Tenth  and  Market  site  than  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  only  because  such  a 
massing  was  required  to  address  the  problematic  wind  conditions  at  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site.  Originally,  as  the  EIS/EIR  explains,  two  building  massings  were  studied  for 
each  location  (see  pages  4. 14-2  to  4. 14-4  and  4. 14-10  to  4. 14-15).  These  were  general 
in  nature:  one  maximized  the  height  and  the  other  maximized  site  coverage.  For  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  site,  the  shorter  massing  did  not  cause  an  exceedance  of  the  wind 
hazard  criteria,  so  no  further  refinements  were  made.  However,  because  of  the 
extremely  windy  conditions  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  site,  numerous  additional  building 
massings  were  studied  in  an  effort  to  determine  if  there  was  an  approach  which  did  not 
exacerbate  or  could  reduce  the  existing  winds. 

The  further  refinement  of  the  Tenth  and  Market  massing  model  for  wind  impact 
purposes  should  not  be  confused  with  the  EIS/EIR's  examination  of  impacts  related  to 
design,  such  as  visual/aesthetic,  historic,  and  shadow  impacts.  To  the  extent  massing 
models  were  used  in  these  analyses,  a  maximum  height  was  assumed  for  both 
alternatives  to  determine  a  conservative-case  scenario  for  potential  impacts  (see  pages 
4.9-1  to  4.9-4;  4.16-1  and  4.16-2;  and  4.16-4  to  4.16-6). 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  at  this  point  in  the  development  of  the  project,  the  actual 
design  process  has  not  yet  begun.  The  EIS/EIR  was  prepared  at  this  stage  so  that 
environmental  issues  could  be  identified  as  early  as  possible  in  the  planning  process,  as 
required  by  both  NEPA  and  CEQA  (40  CFR  1501.2;  CEQA  Guidelines  at  15004).  In 
this  way,  the  project's  design  can  benefit  from  the  information  developed  in  this 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


EIS/EIR.  The  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  development  were  evaluated  and 
the  EIS/EIR  provides  adequate  information  on  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative. 

Commentor  also  expresses  support  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  location.  These 
comments  are  acknowledged  and  the  Commentor  is  directed  to  page  2-16,  which  now 
identifies  that  location  as  the  preferred  alternative. 

1 1-2  Commentor  notes  that  the  City's  Expenditures  on  the  project  could  affect  its  budget  for 
services  which  would  have  socioeconomic  impacts  on  the  City,  and  requests  that  the 
socioeconomic  section  of  the  EIS/EIR  include  an  estimate  of  the  costs  the  City  would 
incur  in  acquiring  and  clearing  each  of  the  two  proposed  building  sites. 

Response:  The  EIS/EIR  addresses  the  foreseeable  social  and  economic  effects  which 
are  related  to  the  physical  impacts  of  the  project.  For  each  of  the  proposed  sites  it 
discusses  how  population,  housing,  economic  activity,  and  the  real  estate  market  would 
be  affected  regionally  and  locally  by  the  presence  of  a  federal  building  (see  Section  4.8). 
The  effects  of  the  City's  expenditures  for  the  proposed  project  on  the  City's  future 
spending  on  social  and  economic  programs  are  unrelated  to  environmental  impacts  of 
the  project  and  would  in  any  event  require  undue  speculation,  and  are  therefore  beyond 
the  scope  of  the  EIS/EIR.  The  comment  is  noted  for  consideration  by  City  and  Federal 
decisionmakers  when  taking  action  with  respect  to  the  project. 

11-3  Commentor  believes  that  information  on  the  scale  and  coverage  of  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  Alternative  as  illustrated  in  figure  2-3  is  cursory  and  insufficient  for  measuring 
impacts  on  views  and  compatibility  with  the  surrounding  area  and  scale,  and  that  the 
taller  massing  concept  shown  would  be  out  of  character  with  the  building's 
surroundings.  Commentor  expresses  the  opinion  that  compliance  with  the  height  and 
bulk  requirements  of  the  zoning  code  does  not  ensure  prevention  of  visual  impacts  and 
states  that  the  policies  of  Proposition  M  regarding  neighborhood  context  are  also 
important.  Commentor  requests  that  the  scale  of  surrounding  buildings  be  discussed  in 
the  EIS/EIR  and  that  at  least  one  additional  alternative  massing  scheme  for  a  shorter 
building  be  included. 

Response.  The  massing  concepts  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  sites  presented  in  Figure 
2-3  are  in  no  way  final  design  concepts.  Commentor  appears  to  have  been  misled  by  the 
placement  of  Figure  2-3  in  the  Alternatives  section.  Figure  2-2  is  the  Concept  Plan 
developed  as  a  result  of  repetitive  wind  tests  for  Tenth  and  Market.  Figure  2-3  shows 
the  massing  models  used  for  the  wind  analysis  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative. 
Neither  figure  represents  a  proposed  design.  For  the  record,  the  taller  building 
represented  in  Figure  2-3  is  not  conceptually  being  considered  as  a  preliminary  design 
for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site,  but  merely  was  used  as  a  massing  to  study 
conservative-case  wind,  scenic  views,  and  shadow  impacts.     In  response  to  the 


L\WIN  W7\»-U  I TZ  JECI  ICC  •  W 


12-82 


12.0  Response  to  Comments 


EIS/EIR.  The  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  development  were  evaluated  and 
the  EIS/EIR  provides  adequate  information  on  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative. 

Commentor  also  expresses  support  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  location.  These 
comments  are  acknowledged  and  the  Commentor  is  directed  to  page  2-16,  which  now 
identifies  that  location  as  the  preferred  alternative. 

1 1-2  Commentor  notes  that  the  City's  Expenditures  on  the  project  could  affect  its  budget  for 
services  which  would  have  socioeconomic  impacts  on  the  City,  and  requests  that  the 
socioeconomic  section  of  the  EIS/EIR  include  an  estimate  of  the  costs  the  City  would 
incur  in  acquiring  and  clearing  each  of  the  two  proposed  building  sites. 

Response:  The  EIS/EIR  addresses  the  foreseeable  social  and  economic  effects  which 
are  related  to  the  physical  impacts  of  the  project.  For  each  of  the  proposed  sites  it 
discusses  how  population,  housing,  economic  activity,  and  the  real  estate  market  would 
be  affected  regionally  and  locally  by  the  presence  of  a  federal  building  (see  Section  4.8). 
The  effects  of  the  City's  expenditures  for  the  proposed  project  on  the  City's  future 
spending  on  social  and  economic  programs  are  unrelated  to  environmental  impacts  of 
the  project  and  would  in  any  event  require  undue  speculation,  and  are  therefore  beyond 
the  scope  of  the  EIS/EIR.  The  comment  is  noted  for  consideration  by  City  and  Federal 
decisionmakers  when  taking  action  with  respect  to  the  project. 

11-3  Commentor  believes  that  information  on  the  scale  and  coverage  of  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  Alternative  as  illustrated  in  figure  2-3  is  cursory  and  insufficient  for  measuring 
impacts  on  views  and  compatibility  with  the  surrounding  area  and  scale,  and  that  the 
taller  massing  concept  shown  would  be  out  of  character  with  the  building's 
surroundings.  Commentor  expresses  the  opinion  that  compliance  with  the  height  and 
bulk  requirements  of  the  zoning  code  does  not  ensure  prevention  of  visual  impacts  and 
states  that  the  policies  of  Proposition  M  regarding  neighborhood  context  are  also 
important.  Commentor  requests  that  the  scale  of  surrounding  buildings  be  discussed  in 
the  EIS/EIR  and  that  at  least  one  additional  alternative  massing  scheme  for  a  shorter 
building  be  included. 

Response.  The  massing  concepts  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  sites  presented  in  Figure 
2-3  ire  in  no  way  final  design  concepts.  Commentor  appears  to  have  been  misled  by  the 
placement  of  Figure  2-3  in  the  Alternatives  section.  Figure  2-2  is  the  Concept  Plan 
developed  as  a  result  of  repetitive  wind  tests  for  Tenth  and  Market.  Figure  2-3  shows 
the  massing  models  used  for  the  wind  analysis  at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative. 
Neither  figure  represents  a  proposed  design.  For  the  record,  the  taller  building 
represented  in  Figure  2-3  is  not  conceptually  being  considered  as  a  preliminary  design 
for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site,  but  merely  was  used  as  a  massing  to  study 
conservative-case  wind,  scenic  views,  and  shadow  impacts.    In  response  to  the 
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comment,  the  figures  have  been  deleted  from  Chapter  2  and  remain  in  the  proper 
sections  within  the  Wind  analysis  (refer  to  Figures  4.14-1  and  4.14-3)  to  avoid  further 
misinterpretation  of  their  purpose. 

These  figures  represent  only  the  maximum  limits  of  the  proposed  building;  that  is, 
"Concept  Plan  Option  1"  shows  the  building  if  the  footprint  is  maximized  and  "Concept 
Plan  Option  2"  shows  the  building  if  height  is  maximized.  Because  the  design  process 
has  not  yet  begun,  more  detailed  design  options  could  not  be  presented.  However,  in 
order  to  examine  the  potential  impacts  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative 
conservatively  and  in  the  greatest  detail  possible  at  this  stage,  the  EIS/EIR  assumed  the 
maximum  parameters  of  the  taller  option  —  "Concept  Plan  Option  2"  ~  where  relevant. 
"Concept  Plan  Option  2"  assumes  a  height  of  240  feet  and  an  area  of  70,000  square  feet. 
The  EIS/EIR  found  that  even  if  the  building  were  designed  with  these  parameters,  it 
would  not  significantly  block  existing  scenic  views  from  public  areas,  would  not  have 
significant  shadow  impacts,  and  would  conform  to  the  height  and  bulk  limits  created  by 
the  City  for  the  area  of  the  site  (see  pages  4.7-3  to  4.7-4,  4.9-3,  and  4. 16-4  to  4. 16-6). 

The  EIS/EIR  recognized  that  these  are  not  the  only  factors  in  determining  whether  the 
building  would  have  a  visual  impact  on  aesthetic  or  historic  resources.  As  the  EIS/EIR 
notes  (pages  4.9-3  and  4.10-3)  the  consistency  of  a  building's  design  with  the  scale  and 
setting  of  the  surrounding  neighborhood  is  also  relevant  to  its  potential  impacts.  These 
aspects  of  the  project  can  only  be  analyzed  fully  and  in  detail  during  the  design  stage. 
However,  GSA  has  agreed  to  conform  the  design  of  the  building  to  the  height  and  bulk 
limits  of  the  Planning  Code  and  to  the  substantive  policies  and  objectives  in  the  City's 
General  Plan  (including  the  Downtown  Plan)  which  relate  to  building  design  (see  pages 
4.9-3  and  4.10-9).  These  policies  encompass  the  priority  policies  of  Proposition  M 
related  to  building  design. 

The  policies  of  the  General  Plan  (including  the  Downtown  Plan)  and  the  Planning  Code 
require  the  preservation  of  neighborhood  character  and  the  harmonization  of  new 
building  design  with  older,  neighboring  buildings.  While  scale  and  coverage  are 
important  considerations  in  determining  this  compatibility,  the  Downtown  Plan  —  in 
establishing  the  allowable  bulk  and  height  for  new  buildings  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Seventh 
and  Mission  site  —  contemplated  that  new  buildings  could  be  larger  in  scale  than  the  U. 
S.  Court  of  Appeals  building  and  other  existing  buildings  in  the  neighborhood  and  be 
designed  compatibly  with  their  surroundings.  The  Downtown  Plan  specifically  mapped 
appropriate  height  and  bulk  limits  for  the  project  area,  which  underwent  extensive  public 
review,  including  numerous  public  hearings.  The  Plan  did  not  intend  that  new  buildings 
in  the  area  exactly  replicate  the  style  and  scale  of  existing  older  buildings.  Rather,  it  is 
contemplated  that  larger  buildings  would  be  designed  to  be  compatible  with  surrounding 
smaller  and  architecturally  significant  buildings.  The  Plan  specifies  that  building  design 
achieve  a  successful  transition  between  the  scale  of  the  new  building  and  that  of  its 
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neighbors.  Whether  a  particular  combination  of  building  scale  and  design  features  will 
achieve  the  transition  specified  by  the  Plan  is  a  question  that  requires  a  case  by  case 
analysis  of  specific  proposals.  This  process  will  occur  during  the  design  stage  of  the 
project.  However,  because  only  a  design  which  conforms  to  the  City's  design  policies 
would  be  selected,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  adverse  aesthetic  or  historic 
impacts 

11-4  Commentor  suggests  that  photos  in  the  document  appear  to  be  wide-angle  and  not 
representative  perspectives. 

Response.  The  Photographs  of  both  sites  were  taken  with  a  50mm  lens,  which  is  a 
standard  practice  that  closely  represents  what  a  viewer  would  actually  see  from  the 
pedestrian-eye  level.  The  FEIS/FEIR  has  been  revised  to  include  enlargements  of 
photos  contained  in  the  DEIS/DEIR  (Figures  3. 9- la,  3. 9- lb,  3.9-lc)  and  several  new 
photos  of  the  alternative  sites  (3. 9- Id,  3.9-2a,  b,  c,  and  d)  to  enhance  understanding  of 
the  area.  The  revisions  and  additions  of  these  photographs  do  not  change  the 
conclusions  in  the  EIS/EIR  regarding  the  project's  impacts. 

11-5  Commentor  expresses  the  opinion  that  the  impact  discussion  for  the  Aesthetic/Visual 
Resources  is  inadequate  and  should  provide  detailed  design  information  rather  than 
relying  on  compliance  with  height  and  bulk  regulations  and  design  policies.  The 
commentor  states  that  more  modeling  is  required  before  a  conclusion  of  no  significant 
impacts  can  be  made. 

Response:  Under  the  significance  threshold  established  in  the  EIS/EIR,  a  proposed 
project  alternative  was  considered  to  have  a  significant  impact  on  aesthetic  or  visual 
resources  if  definitive  features  were  in  violation  of  a  city  ordinance  derived  from  an 
objective  or  policy  of  the  General  Plan  (see  page  4.9-1).  GSA  has  agreed  to  conform 
the  design  of  the  building  to  the  substantive  policies  of  the  city  which  relate  to  building 
design  (see  pages  4.9-1  to  4.9-4).  As  described  in  the  above  responses,  these  policies 
will  ensure  that  the  project  is  designed  in  a  way  that  is  visually  compatible  with  the 
surrounding  neighborhood.  It  is  true  that  compliance  with  these  goals  and  policies  does 
not  guarantee  the  most  aesthetically  superior  design  possible  ~  particularly  given  the 
inherently  subjective  nature  of  aesthetic  judgment  —  but  compliance  with  city  goals  and 
policies  will  ensure  that  any  aesthetic  or  visual  impacts  are  less  than  significant. 

As  the  commentor  suggests  and  as  contemplated  by  the  Public  Buildings  Amendments 
of  1988  set  forth  in  section  4.7,  the  project  will  include  a  comprehensive  design  process. 
More  detailed  modeling  for  the  project  will  be  performed,  after  a  project  alternative  has 
been  selected,  during  the  design  phase  of  the  project.  The  design  process  will  involve 
the  development  and  evaluation  of  designs  for  compatibility  with  the  neighborhood  and 
historic  structures,  and  will  be  governed  in  part  by  the  terms  of  the  MOA  with 
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SHPO/ACHP  (attached  to  this  EIS/EIR  in  the  Appendix  to  Section  12).  GSA  will 
conduct  workshops  and  solicit  community  input  as  part  of  the  design  review  process. 
Once  the  design  concepts  are  finalized,  a  presentation  will  be  made  to  the  GSA  Public 
Building  Service  Commissioner  and  the  GSA  Chief  Architect  in  Washington,  D.  C.  The 
final  approval  of  the  design  for  this  building,  like  any  other  Federal  building,  lies  with  the 
Federal  Government.  The  design  must  be  consistent  with  the  project  description 
presented  in  this  EIS/EIR,  and  in  that  context,  the  project  team  will  seek  to  develop  an 
environmentally  and  aesthetically  sensitive  design  which  has  the  support  of  the 
community. 

11-6  Commentor  requests  an  explanation  of  "Parking  In"  vs.  "Parking  Out"  as  shown  on 
Table  2-3. 

Response.  "Parking  Out"  refers  to  parking  which  is  outside  of  the  building  structure. 
"Parking  In"  refers  to  parking  which  is  inside  the  building.  Table  2-3  on  page  2-6  of  the 
EIR/EIS  has  been  modified  to  clarify  this  distinction. 

11-7  Commentor  asks  the  project  proponents  to  abandon  the  Tenth  and  Market  site  and 
requests  that  the  same  amount  of  resources  be  spent  on  massing  a  building  for  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  site  as  was  spent  on  the  Tenth  and  Market  site. 

Response.  As  noted  in  response  11-1  above,  the  disparity  in  the  detail  of  massing 
models  between  the  two  sites  was  due  to  differences  in  the  sites'  wind  conditions.  The 
massing  models  were  not  intended  to  represent  final  design  concepts,  and  were  not 
treated  as  such  for  purposes  of  analyzing  aesthetic  impacts.  A  thorough  design  review 
process  will  be  commenced  as  described  in  responses  6-3  and  11-5  after  a  site  has  been 
selected.  An  analysis  of  different  massing  models  for  the  site  chosen  will  be  a  part  of 
that  process. 

1 1-8  Commentor  states  that  the  project  could  be  an  asset  to  the  Federal  Government  and  the 
City  or  it  could  not.  Commentor  notes  that  people  of  the  community  would  be  happy  to 
work  with  the  federal  government  on  the  design  and  neighborhood  compatibility. 

Response.  The  comment  is  noted  for  consideration  by  the  decision-makers.  During  the 
design  process,  GSA  will  conduct  community  workshops  to  solicit  public  input  on  the 
design  as  noted  in  response  11-5. 
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May  20,  1996 
Ms.  Joan  Byrens 

Asset  Manager  (9PT),  US  General  Services  Adminislration 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

Re:  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 


Dear  Ms,  Byrens, 

I  am  writing  to  you  in  support  of  the  proposed  General  Service  building  to  be  built  at  the 
tamer  Greyhound  Depot  site,  at  7th  and  Mission  Streets.  I  own  Thomas-Swan  Sign 
Company,  located  at  1117  Howard  Street,  a  block  below  7th  and  Mission.  I  employ  35 
people  at  that  site. 

The  adcftion  of  a  new  GSA  building  on  the  Greyhound  Site  will  ojeatiy  influence  the 
surroundng  neighborhoods,  both  this  part  of  SOMA  and  the  mid-Market  Street  areas, 
which  are  much  in  need  of  economic  upojadng.  It  will  also  attract  much  needed 
businesses  and  services,  which  will  benefit  the  local  residents. 

The  new  GSA  budding  will  complement  the  restored  US  Court  of  Appeals  buildng  that  is 
scheduled  to  open  at  the  end  of  this  year.  These  two  buildings  will  be  an  extension  of 
the  Civic  Center,  and  will  be  the  first  step  to  connect  the  Civic  Center  with  the  Yerba 
Buena  Center. 

I  hope  you  endorse  the  Greyhound  Depot  site.  Please  contact  me  directly  if  you  have 
any  questions  or  if  I  can  assist  you  in  any  way. 


Sincerely, 

TH)0MAS-SW£M  SIGTACPn  INC. 


PO 

i 

03 


Allen  Thomas 
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JOIE  DE  VIVRE  HOTELS,  INC. 


246  mcallister  street 
San  Francisco,  California  94102 


TEL  415  861.1560    FAX  415  861.0954 


May  20,  1996 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens 
Asset  Manager 

US  General  Services  Administration 
Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building 
450  Golden  Gate  Ave. 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dear  Ms.  Byrens: 

The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  endorse  the  creation  of  a  General 
Services  Administration  building  at  Seventh  and  Mission.  I  am  the 
owner  of  Joie  de  Vivre  Hotels,  which  operates  ten  hotels  in  San 
Francisco,  including  two  hotels  (the  Phoenix  and  the  Abigail)  and  two 
restaurants  (Miss  Pearl's  Jam  House  and  Millennium)  in  the  Civic 
Center  Area. 

I'm  sure  you're  aware  of  the  difficult  circumstances  which  have  faced 
Civic  Center  merchants  these  past  few  years.  The  emptying  of  many 
City,  State  and  Federal  buildings,  the  closing  of  Brooks  Hall  and  upgrad- 
ing of  Civic  Auditorium,  and  the  unsafe  environment  perpetuated  by  a 
never-ending  homeless  encampment  have  taken  their  toll.  The  pro- 
posed GSA  building  at  the  site  of  the  old  Greyhound  Depot  would  make 
a  significant  economic  and  social  improvement. 

This  is  an  opportunity  to  help  rebuild  the  business  infrastructure 
necessary  to  revitalize  the  Civic  Center  area.  Please  don't  let  this 
opportunity  pass.  Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  this  matter  and  feel 
free  to  call  me  to  discuss  this  matter  further. 


Chip  Coniey 
President 


e  best, 


For  more  information  and  reservations  at  all  Joit  dt  Vivre  Hotels  call  1 .800.SF.TRIPS  (738-7477) 
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Minot  Light  Development 


A  California  Limited  Partnership 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens 


May  20,  1996 


Asset  Manager  (9PT) 

US  General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  US 

Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

Re:  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 
Dear  Ms.  Byrens, 

I  am  writing  to  indicate  my  support  for  the  proposed  General  Service  building  to  be  built 
on  the  former  Greyhound  Depot  site  -  at  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets.  I  am  the 
developer,  architect,  and  future  inhabitant  of  the  Lighthouse  Loft  Project  [the  former 
Lighthouse  for  the  Blind  building]  located  at  the  corner  of  Seventh  and  Howard  streets. 

In  the  course  of  spending  considerable  time  and  money  restoring  a  vacant  building,  I 
have  received  great  encouragement  from  my  new  neighbors.  They  are  delighted  that  yet 
another  previously  blighted  property  will  be  turned  into  a  positive  addition  to  their 
neighborhood.  It  is  my  expectation  that  as  new  residences  and  businesses  occupy  my 
building  we  will  contribute  to  the  economic  and  aesthetic  revitalization  of  this  part  of 
the  City. 

A  new  GSA  building  on  Seventh  Street  would  also,  very  considerably  help  the 
regenerative  process  in  the  Mid  Market  area.  Its  presence,  in  this  location,  will  be  a 
crucial  addition  to  the  critical  mass  of  new  and  restored  properties  which  are  helping 
reshape  this  part  of  San  Francisco.  I  and  my  future  residents  look  forward  to  living  in 
the  safe  and  economically  vibrant  corridor,  of  which  this  project  is  an  essential  part, 
stretching  from  Civic  Center  to  Yerba  Buena  Gardens. 

I  encourage  you  to  endorse  the  Greyhound  Depot  site.  It  is  the  location  which  will  make 
the  greatest  difference  in  the  rejuvenation  of  this  area.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  if 
you  have  any  questions  or  if  I  can  be  of  any  assistance. 


Sincerely, 


Charles  L.  Smith  III 


General  Partner,  Minot  Light  Development 


cc:  Marty  Cerles 


245  Vallejo  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
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May  20,  1996 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens 


Asset  Manager  ( 9PT ) 

US  General  Services  Administration 

Philip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  US  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 


RE:  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 


Dear  Ms.  Byrens, 

I  am  writing  to  you  in  support  of  the  proposed  General  Services 
building  to  be  built  at  the  former  Greyhound  Depot  site  (Seventh  & 
Mission  Streets).  I  am  President  of  Bay  Area  Car  Rentals  and  own 
the  property  at  229  Seventh  Street. 

The  addition  of  a  new  GSA  building  on  the  Greyhound  Site  will 
greatly  influence  the  surrounding  neighborhood  that  is  much  in  need 
of  economic  upgrading.  The  economic  impact  will  not  only  be  felt  in 
SOMA,  but  it  will  have  a  big  impact  on  the  Mid  Market  area  that 
also  is  in  need  of  economic  upgrading. The  addition  of  the  GSA 
building  will  also  attract  much  needed  businesses  and  services  that 
will  benefit  the  local  residents. 

The  new  GSA  building  will  complement  the  restored  US  Court  of 
Appeals  building  that  is  scheduled  to  open  at  the  end  of  this  year. 
These  two  buildings  will  be  an  extension  of  the  Civic  Center  and 
will  be  the  first  step  to  connect  the  Civic  Center  with  the  Yerba 
Buena  Center. 

I  hope  you  endorse  the  Greyhound  Depot  Site  and  please  contact  me 
directly  if  you  have  any  questions  or  if  I  can  assist  you  in  any 
way . 


Sincerely, 


L.  Wayne  Batmale 
President 


cc:  Marty  Cerles 


AUTOMOBILES  /  STATION  W\GONS  I  PASSENGER  VANS  I  PICK-UP  TRUCKS  I  FLAT  BEOS  I  PARCEL  TRUCKS  I  4-WHEEL  DRIVE  I  CARGO  VA 
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ST- ANTHONY 

FOUND  ATION 


May  21,  1996 


Founder 

Mtred  Boeddeker.  OFM 
1903-19941 

Board  of  Trustees 

o<eph  Chinnia.  OFM 

—  President 

■  Finian  McGinn.  OFM 

—  Provincial  Vicar 
Stephen  Bamurskv.  OFM 
Michael  Doherty,  OFM 
John  Gutierrez.  OFM 
Miguel  Obregon.  OFM 
Warren  Rouse.  OFM 
Wtlliam  Short.  OFM 

Board  of  Directors 
Herbert  Liberman 

—  President 
Karen  C.  Gruneisen 

—  Vice  President 
Alexis  Gonzales 

—  Secretary 

Patricia  Bell 
Marty  Fleetwood 
Brian  Flynn.  OFM 
lohn  Gutierrez.  OFM 
John  Hardin.  OFM 
Mary  Litell.  OSF 
Vlanny  C.  Manahan 
Eugene  J.  Marty 
Harry  Overstreet 

Executive  Director 
Jeanne  Zarka  Brooks 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens 

Asset  Manager  (9PT) 

U.S.  General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  U.S.  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

Re.:  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 
Dear  Ms.  Byrens: 

On  behalf  of  St.  Anthony  Foundation,  I  am  writing  in  support  of  the  proposed 
Seventh  and  Mission  Streets  site  for  the  General  Service  building.  St.  Anthony 
Foundation  is  the  largest  privately  funded  non-profit  social  service  agency 
serving  poor  and  homeless  persons  in  San  Francisco.  This  summer  we  will  open 
a  shelter  and  transitional  housing  program  for  homeless  and  mentally  ill  women 
at  Eighth  and  Mission  Streets,  and  will  also  consolidate  our  furniture  and 
clothing  distribution  center  at  this  location. 

The  addition  of  a  new  GSA  building  would  foster  economic  development  in  the 
area  of  our  new  program,  helping  small  businesses  and  stimulating  job  creation. 
This  would  also  assist  in  supporting  a  variety  of  services  for  the  people  who  live 
and  work  in  the  area.  The  building  and  its  employees  would  contribute  greatly 
to  the  neighborhood,  and  help  to  revitalize  the  area  so  that  all  may  nourish. 

I  recommend  your  endorsement  of  the  Greyhound  Depot  site.  If  you  have  any 
questions,  please  contact  me  at  241-2633. 


Sincerely, 


I 


Jeanne  Zarka  Brooks 
Executive  Director 


cc:      Marty  Cerles,  Reneson  Hotel  Group 
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121  Golden  Gate  Avenue     San  Francisco.  CA  94102-3899 
TEL  415-241-2600     F.AX  415-252-1635 
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SIGHTSEEING 

CHARTER 

TRANSIT 


GROSVENOR  BUS  LINES,  INC. 


May  21,  1996 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens 

Asset  Manager  (9PT) 

US  General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  US  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  Ca  94102-3400 

Dear  Ms.  Byrens, 

I  am  writing  to  you  in  support  of  the  proposed  General  Service  building  to  be  built  at  the 
former  Greyhound  Depot  site  (Seventh  &  Mission  Street).  I  am  representing  Grosvenor  Bus 
Line,  Inc,  a  major  sightseeing  and  charter  company  in  San  Francisco. 

The  addition  of  a  new  GSA  building  on  the  Greyhound  Site  will  greatly  influence  the 
surrounding  neighborhood  that  is  in  much  need  of  economic  upgrading.  The  economic  impact 
will  not  only  be  felt  in  SOMA,  but  will  have  a  big  economic  effect  on  the  Mid  Market  area 
that  is  also  in  need  of  economic  upgrading.  The  addition  of  the  GSA  building  will  also  attract 
much  needed  businesses  and  services  that  will  benefit  the  local  residents. 

The  new  GSA  building  will  complement  the  restored  US  Court  of  Appeals  building  that  is 
scheduled  to  open  at  the  end  of  this  year.  These  two  buildings  will  be  an  extension  of  the 
Civic  Center  and  will  be  the  first  step  to  connect  the  Civic  Center  with  the  Yerba  Beuna 
Center. 

I  hope  you  endorse  the  Greyhound  Depot  site  and  please  contact  me  directly  if  you  have  any 
questions  or  if  I  can  assist  you  in  any  way. 

Sincerely, 

Anthea  McGoldrick '  ^ 
Vice  President 


cc:      Marty  Cerles 
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Residential  —  Commercial  Lighting 

May  22,  1996 

Ms .  Joan  Byrens 

Asset  Manager  (9PT) 

US  General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  US  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,   Ca .  94102-3400 


Re:   Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 


Dear  Ms.  Byrens, 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  the  proposed  General  Service  building  to 
be  built  on  the  former  Greyhound  Depot  site  (Seventh  and  Mission 
Streets)  .  I  am  an  owner/partner  of  1026  Mission  Street.  Our 
neighborhood  desperately  needs  the  positive  influence  that  this  new 
facility  would  provide.  Mission  Street  needs  something  between 
Fifth  Street  (Yerba  Buena  Garage)  and  Eleventh  Street  (Bank  of 
America)  .  This  would  speed  up  the  redevelopment  of  our  area  by 
years . 

The  addition  of  the  new  GSA  building  on  the  Greyhound  site  will 
greatly  influence  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  The  economic 
impact  will  be  felt  in  SOMA  and  the  Mid  Market.  New  businesses  and 
residential  units  would  follow  bringing  up  the  entire  area. 

The  new  GSA  building  will  compliment  the  restored  US  Court  of 
Appeals  building  opening  late  this  year.  These  two  buildings  will 
be  an  extension  of  the  Civic  Center  and  will  be  the  first  step  to 
connect  the  Civic  Center  with  Yerba  Buena  Center. 

I  urge  you  to  endorse  the  Greyhound  Depot  site  and  to  contact  me 


CC.  Mid  Market  CAC 


1026  Mission  Street  -  San  Francisco,  California  94103  -  Phone  (4 1 5)  863-2400  -  Fax  l-(4l5)  863-5527 
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Residential  —  Commercial  Lighting 

May  22,  1996 

Ms .  Joan  Byrens 
Asset  Manager  (9PT) 
US  General  Services  Administration 
Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  US 
450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,   Ca .  94102-3400 

Re:  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 

Dear  Ms .  Byrens , 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  the  proposed  General  Service  building  to 
be  built  on  the  former  Greyhound  Depot  site  (Seventh  and  Mission 
Streets)  .  I  own  Moss  Lighting  and  the  building  as  well.  Our 
neighborhood  desperately  needs  the  positive  influence  that  this  new 
facility  would  provide.  We  have  been  on  mission  street  since  1937 
and  view  this  as  the  greatest  opportunity  in  decades . 

The  addition  of  the  new  GSA  building  on  the  Greyhound  site  will 
greatly  influence  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  The  economic 
impact  will  be  felt  in  SOMA  and  the  Mid  Market.  New  businesses  and 
residential  units  would  follow  bringing  up  the  entire  area. 

The  new  GSA  building  will  compliment  the  restored  US  Court  of 
Appeals  building  opening  late  this  year.  These  two  buildings  will 
be  an  extension  of  the  Civic  Center  and  will  be  the  first  step  to 
connect  the  Civic  Center  with  Yerba  Buena  Center. 

I  urge  you  to  endorse  the  Greyhound  Depot  site  and  to  contact  me 
with  any  questions  or  for  any  assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Thelma  A.  Moss 
Owner 

CC.  Mid  Market  CAC 


Courthouse 


1026  Mission  Street  -  San  Francisco,  California  94 103  -  Phone  (4 1 5)  863-2400  -  Fax  1-(415)  863-5527 
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1111  MISSION  ST.  (Near  7th  st.) 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94103 
TEL:  (415)  864-1  133 
BUS  CHARTER:  (415)  364-3855 


LUCKY  TOURS 


TOLL  FREE  IN  CALIFORNIA 
(800)  792-2925 
FAX:  (415)  864-2606 
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May  22,  1996 


Ms.  Joan  Byrens 
Asset  Manager 

U.S.  General  Services  Administration 

Philip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  U.S.  Courthouse 

4  50  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,   CA  94102-3400 


Re  :  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 


Dear  Ms.  Byrens, 

I  am  writing  you  this  letter  in  support  of  the  General  Services 
building  to  be  built  at  the  former  Greyhound  Bus  Depot  site 
at  Seventh  &  Mission  Street.     I  am  representing  Lucky  Tours, 
a  Tour  &  Travel  Company  who  has  been  in  business  in  the  south 
of  market  for  22  years. 

The  addition  of  the  new  GSA  building  on  the  Greyhound  site  will 
greatly  influence  the  surrounding  neighborhood  that  needs  fast 
economic  upgrading.     The  economic  impact  will  not  only  be  felt 
by  the  South  of  Market  Area,  but  will  have  a  big  economic  impact 
on  the  mid  Market  area  that  is  in  need  of  economic  upgrading. 
The  addition  of  the  GSA  building  will  also  attract  much  needed 
businesses  and  services  that  will  benefit  local  residents  and 
business  people. 

The  new  GSA  building  will  complement  the  newly  restored  U.S. 
Court  of  Appeals  building  that  is  scheduled  to  open  at  the  end 
of  this  year.     These  two  buildings  will  be  an  extension  of  the 
Civic  Center  and  will  be  the  first  step  to  connect  Civic  Center 
with  the  Yerba  Buena  Center. 

I  hope  you  will  endorse  the  Greyhound  Depot  site  and  please 
contact  me  directly  if  you  have  any  questions  or  if  I  can 
assist  you  in  any  way. 


Rene  M.  Medina 
President  -  Lucky  Tours 
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Iotel  Council  of  San  Francisco  f  3egleV  Execute  0^ 

May  23, 1996 

Ms.  Joan  Byrens  ^   -     ^  ^ 


Asset  Manager  (9PT) 
U.S.  General  Services  Administration 
Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  U.S.  Courthouse 
450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  California  94102-3400 


Re:  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 


Dear  Ms.  Byrens, 

This  letter  is  written  in  support  of  the  proposed  General  Services  Building  to  be  built  at  the 
former  site  of  the  Greyhound  Depot  at  Seventh  and  Mission  Streets. 

The  Hotel  Council  is  the  association  for  the  major  hotels  (both  large  and  small)  in  the  City  of 
San  Francisco. 


We  feel  that  the  addition  of  a  new  GSA  building  at  this  location  will  have  great  and  favorable 
impact  on  the  surrounding  area,  and  will  do  much  for  the  economic  vitality  and  upgrading  of 
the  whole  area. 

In  addition  to  increasing  businesses  and  services  that  will  benefit  local  residents,  it  will 
enhance  the  mid-Market  and  Civic  Center  areas.  A  new  GSA  building  will  complement  the 
newly-restored  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  and  be  a  perfect  extension  of  Civic  Center  and  the 
Yerba  Buena  Center. 


Again,  the  Hotel  Council  and  its  members  urge  you  to  approve  the  proposal. 
Please  contact  me  should  you  wish  further  information,  or  any  assistance  I  may  offer. 


Thanking  you,  I  remain, 
Sincerely, 


Robert  F.  Begley 
Executive  Director 

RFB:bb 


23  Geary  Street,  Suite  517  San  Francisco,  California  34102 


12-96 


(415)391-5197   Fax  1415)391-5070 


:1  historical  landmark^ 


Ms  Joan  Byrens 


May  23,  1996 


Asset  Manager  (9PT) 

US  General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  US  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

Re:  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 

Dear  Ms  Byrens, 

I  am  writing  to  urge  that  the  proposed  General  Services  Building  be  built  at  the  site  of  the 
former  Greyhound  Bus  Depot  (7th  &  Mission  Streets).  The  addition  of  the  GSA  building  on  this 
site  will  greatly  improve  the  neighborhood.  This  area  has  been  designated  a  redevelopment  area 
and  adding  a  modern  structure  on  the  site  of  what  is  now  a  derelict  and  unsafe  building  will  assist 
in  the  redevelopment  effort.  Not  only  will  the  building  enhance  the  physical  attractiveness  of  the 
area,  but  the  nearly  3,000  employees  and  thousands  of  others  who  need  to  conduct  business  in 
the  offices  of  the  building  on  a  daily  basis  will  greatly  improve  the  economic  upgrading  of  the 
entire  area. 

As  a  hotelier  struggling  to  exist  in  a  blighted  area,  I  am  anxious  that  the  Federal  Government 
assist  in  my  efforts  to  improve  the  mid-Market  area  and  my  own  business  by  bringing  those 
thousands  of  working  people  into  my  neighborhood. 

It  seems  only  reasonable  to  place  this  structure  across  from  the  soon-to-open  Federal  Appeals 
Courthouse.  These  two  adjacent  Civic  buildings  will  extend  the  Civic  Center  towards  the  new 
Yerba  Buena  Center,  thereby  improving  the  flow  of  pedestrian  traffic  between  the  new  SOMA 
convention  and  arts  complex  and  the  legislative  heart  of  the  city. 

On  the  other  hand,  to  choose  the  site  at  10th  and  Market  would  be  to  exacerbate  an  already 
untenable  wind  problem  along  that  portion  of  Market  Street. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  the  7th  Street  site. 


45  McAllister  Street,  San  Jrancisco,  California  94102,  TeC-  415/626-5200      Tax:  415  626-5581 


Sincerely, 


l\ctmir  irlotel 


RAM  ADA 


May  29,  1996 

Ms.  Joan  Byrens 

Asset  Manager  (9PT) 

US  General  Services  Administration 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  US  Courthouse 

450  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-3400 

RE:  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 

Dear  Ms. Byrens: 

I  am  the  General  Manager  of  the  Ramada  Hotel  Civic  Center.  I  am  writing  to  you  in  support  of 
the  proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building  to  be  built  at  the  former  Greyhound  Depot 
site  (Seventh  &  Mission  Streets). 

I  feel  that  the  addition  of  a  new  GSA  building  on  the  Greyhound  Site  will  greatly  influence  the 
surrounding  neighborhood,  which  is  much  in  need  of  economic  upgrading.  The  economic  impact 
will  not  only  be  felt  in  the  SOMA  area,  but  also  in  the  Mid  Market  area  which  is  in  great  need  of 
economic  upgrading.  The  addition  of  the  GSA  building  would  also  attract  much  needed 
businesses  and  services  which  will  benefit  the  local  residents. 

The  new  GSA  building  will  complement  the  restored  US  Court  of  Appeals  building  that  is 
scheduled  to  open  at  the  end  of  this  year.  These  two  buildings  will  be  an  extension  of  the  Civic 
Center  and  will  be  the  first  step  in  connecting  the  Civic  Center  with  Yerba  Buena  Center. 

I  hope  that  you  will  endorse  the  Greyhound  Depot  site.  Please  contact  me  directly  at 
415/626-8000  should  you  have  any  questions  or  if  I  can  assist  you  in  any  way. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Marty  Cerles 


RAMADA®  HOTEL 


SAN  FRANCISCO  •  1 231  Market  Street  •  San  Francisco.  California  941 03 


Owned  ana  Operated  By  Franchisee 


Reneson*  Hotel  group 


June  5,  1996 


Ms,  Joan  Byrens 
Asset  Manager  (y?T) 

US  General  Services  Administration  1      '  , 

Phillip  Burton  Federal  Building  and  US  Courthouse  • 

430  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francasco,  CA  94102-3400 

Re:  Proposed  General  Service  Administration  Building 


Dear  Ma.  Byrens,  „  .  ■ 

I  am  writing  to  you  In  support  of  the  proposed  General  Service  building  to,  be  built  tt  the  former 
Oreynound  Depot  site  (Seventh  &  Mission  Streets).  I  am  representing  the  Reneson  Hotel  Group.  We  own  • 
and  operate  four  tourist  class  hotels  on  Seventh  Street  which  die  less  than  one  block  from  the  Greyhound 
Depot  site. 

The  addition  of  a  new  GS  A  building  on  the  Greyhound  Site  will  greatly  influence  the  surrounding 
neighborhood  that  is  much  need  of  economic  upgrading.  The  economic  impact  will  not  only  be  felt  in 
SOMA,  but  it  will  have  a  big  economic  impact  on  the  Mid  Market  area  that  also  is  in  need  of  economic 
upgrading.  The  addition  of  the  GS  A  building  will  also  attract  much  needed  businesses  and  services  that 
will  benefit  the  local  residents. 

The  new  QS  A  building  will  complement  the  restored  US  Court  of  Appeals  building  that  is  scheduled  to 
open  at  the  end  of  this  year.  These  two  buildings  will  be  an  axrarwion  of  the  Civic  Center  and  will  be  the 
first  step  to  connect  the  Civic  Center  with  the  Ycrba  Buena  Center. 

I  hope  you  endorse  the  Greyhound  Depot  site  and  please  contact  me  directly  if  you  have  any  questions  or  if 
1  can  assist  you  in  any  way. 


Marry  cerlea 
Director  of  Marketing 


121  -"TW  St..  San  Frawcucch  CA  94103  Adwtn.:  (415)  864-7«61  Sals*  (415)  626-5919  (800)  "36-3766  Fax:  (415)  626*3974 
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Beit  Western  Americaoia,  Stm  Fr**ciico 

But  Western  Carriage  Inn,  S*o  Frtncisto 

Beit  Western  Civic  Canter  Motor  Inn.  Ss»  Prtmtuc* 
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B«it  Ww«rn  Flimlngo  Motor  Inn,  San  Franeueo 
Hotel  Brirton.  S*n  Frtnciico 
Best  Western  CV>nc  Madera  Inn,  C*nt  Mxdtr* 
B*it  Western  Novum  Oalu  Inn.  Mw*tt» 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Letter  12 

Miscellaneous  Private  Parties 

12-la  Allen  Thomas,  Thomas  Swan  Sign  Co.,  May  20,  1996 

12-lb  Chip  Conley,  President,  Joie  De  Vivre  Hotels,  Inc.,  May  20,  1996 

12-lc  Charles  L.  Smith  III,  General  Partner,  Minot  Light  Development,  May  20, 1996 

12-ld  L.  Wayne  Batmale,  President,  Bay  Area  Rentals,  May  20,  1996 

12-le  Jean  Zarka  Brooks,  Executive  Director,  St.  Anthony  Foundation,  May  21, 1996 

12-lf  Anthea  McGoldrick,  Vice  President,  Grosvenor  Bus  Lines,  Inc.,  May  21, 1996 

12-lg  J.T.  Jay  Benjamin,  Property  Owner,  Moss  Lighting,  May  22,  1996 

12-lh  Thelma  A.  Moss,  Owner,  Moss  Lighting,  May  22,  1996 

12-li   Rene  M.  Medina,  President,  Lucky  Tours,  May  22,  1996 

12- lj   Robert  F.  Begley,  Executive  Director,  Hotel  Council  of  San  Francisco,  May  23, 1996 

12-lk  Angela  Yee,  Executive  Director,  Renoir  Hotel,  May  23,  1996 

12-11   Ralph  Y.  Lee,  CHA,  General  Manager,  Ramada  Hotel,  May  29,  1996 

12-lm  Marty  Cerles,  Director  of  Marketing,  Reneson  Hotel  Group,  June  5,  1996 

12-1  A  number  of  individuals  representing  a  variety  of  private  business  and  non-profit 
enterprises  submitted  letters  supporting  the  Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative.  These 
letters  followed  a  similar  format  and  made  similar  points,  namely  that  the  area  is  in  need  of 
revitalization.  The  Federal  Building  is  seen  as  a  welcome  stimulus  at  this  location  in  each 
of  the  letters. 

Response.  These  comments  do  not  raise  issues  about  the  EIS/EIR.  Therefore,  no 
response  is  required.  However,  the  comments,  like  all  others,  are  noted  for  the  decision 
maker's  consideration. 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Letter  13 

Reporter's  Transcript  of  Proceedings 

Joint  Meeting  -  City  Planning  Commission/Redevelopment  Agency/ 
U.S.  General  Services  Administration 
May  23,  1996 

A  joint  session  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission,  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission,  and  the  U.S.  General  Services  Administration  was  held  on  May  23,  1996. 
The  meeting  was  held  in  San  Francisco  at  City  Hall.  During  the  course  of  the  meeting, 
public  comment  was  solicited  in  a  public  hearing.  A  court  reporter  was  present  to 
transcribe  all  comments.  The  transcription,  which  is  48  pages  in  length,  provides  a 
detailed  record  of  the  comments  made  during  the  meeting.  The  entire  transcript  is 
included  in  the  FEIS  as  Letter  13. 

The  majority  of  the  comments  did  not  address  environmental  issues  raised  by  the  EIS\EIR. 
In  general,  most  commentors  spoke  in  support  of  locating  the  proposed  Federal  Building 
at  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site.  Because  the  Final  EIS  is  responsible  for  responding  only 
to  comments  which  raise  environmental  issues,  a  detailed  response  has  not  been  prepared 
for  those  comments  which  expressed  general  support  for  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site. 
These  comments  are  labeled  13-1  (a  through  q)  and  are  treated  together  as  "comment  13- 
1."  Comments  which  raised  environmental  or  analytical  concerns  are  numbered  13-2  to 
13-12,  and  a  response  has  been  prepared  for  each. 

Pages  1  -  16  of  the  transcript  contain  introductory  administrative  remarks  from  the 
meeting  as  well  as  a  brief  overview  and  description  of  the  project.  Comments  pertinent  to 
the  project  begin  at  the  end  of  page  16. 
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LETTER  13 


REPORTER'S    TRANSCRIPT   OF  PROCEEDINGS 

JOINT  MEETING 
CITY    PLANNING  COMMISSION/REDEVELOPMENT 
AGENCY/FEDERAL    GENERAL    SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 

City  Hall 
401   Van   Ness   Avenue,    Room  404 
San   Francisco,    California  94102 


MAY    23,  1996 


REPORTED    BY:      HELEN   CHIN,    CSR   NO.    3856,    RPR,  CM 


HC  REPORTING 
CERTIFIED    SHORTHAND  REPORTERS 
235    MONTGOMERY   STREET,    SUITE  1018 
SAN    FRANCISCO,    CALIFORNIA  94104 
415/362-4440 
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AGENDA 


Roll  Call  of  City  Planning  Commission 
and   Redevelopment   Agency  Commission 


Presentation  by  President  Kouba  of 
Commendation   to   Lucian    " Lu"  Blazej 


BARBARA   SAHM :      City   Environmental  10 
Review   Officer,    Overview   on  presentation 
of  draft 

MARIA   CIPRAZO:      Project   Manager    for  13 
GSA   on   SF   Federal  Building 
(with   Joan  Byrens) 

PUBLIC  TESTIMONY: 

MR.  BATMALE,  Bay  Area  Rentals  owner  16 
MS.    DIAMOND,    Market   Street   Association  18 

MR.    GOULD,    Holiday   Inn   Civic    Center  19 

MS.    PASCUAL,    SOMA  Foundation  20 

MR.    CERLES,    Reneson   Hotel   Group  22 

MR.    HAAS,    Civic    Pride  23 

MR.    ONAGA,    Reneson  Hotel    Group  26 

MS.    FLYNN,    Reneson   Hotel   Group  27 

MS.    SANTOS,    Cafe   Do   Brasil  29 

MS.    YEE,    SOMPSC  30 

MR.    ELBERING,    G.    W .    Todco  31 

MR.  RAYMOND,  Mid  Market  Association  33 
MR.    PANOVICH,    Oddfellows   Hall   Association  34 
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PUBLIC    TESTIMONY  (Cont'd): 

MR.    BERKOWITZ ,    UN    Plaza/Mid-Market    Street  36 
Association 

MS.    HESTOR,    Friends    of   Yerba   Buena   Gardens  37 

MR.  RENNIE,    South   of   Market    Foundation  39 

and  res  ident  s 

LT .  TACCHINI,     SFPD  40 

MR.  BENJAMIN,    Moss    Properties  42 

MR.  CLARK,  Natoma  Neighborhood  42 
As  soc  iat  ion 

MR.    CULLEN,    St.    Bonif ice  44 
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THURSDAY,    MAY    23,     1996  1:39  P.M. 

SAN    FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA 

 o  0  o  -  - 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Madam   Secretary,  we 
have    the    Planning   Commission,    and   we    have  the 
Redevelopment    Commission,    and  we   have   the  General 
Services  Administration. 

Why  don't   we   have    the   Planning  Commission 
do   roll    call    first,    and   then  we'll   do  the 
Redevelopment . 

MS.    AVERY:      Let   me    call    into   the  joint 
session   of    the   San   Francisco   Planning  Commission, 
Redevelopment   Agency  Commission,    the   US  General 
Services   Administration   is   called   to   order  for 
Thursday,    May   23rd,  1996. 

Roll   call    for   the   Planning  Commission. 
Commissioner  Lowenberg. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:  Here. 

MS.    AVERY:  Chincilla. 

COMMISSIONER   CHINCILLA:  Present. 

MS.    AVERY:  Mills. 

COMMISSIONER  MILLS:  Present. 

MS.    AVERY:  Lee. 

COMMISSIONER   LEE:  Here. 

MS.    AVERY:  Martin. 
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COMMISSIONER    MARTIN:  Here. 

MS .    AVERY :       Marks . 

COMMISSIONER    MARKS:  Here. 

MS.    AVERY:  Hayden. 

COMMISSIONER   HAYDEN:  Here. 

MS.    OSWALD:      Commissioner  King. 

COMMISSIONER   KING:  Here. 

MS.    OSWALD:    Commissioner  Ong . 

COMMISSIONER  ONG:  Here. 

MS.    OSWALD:      Commissioner  Rosales. 

COMMISSIONER   ROSALES:  Here. 

MS.    OSWALD:      Commissioner  Singh. 

COMMISSIONER   SINGH:  Here. 

MS.    OSWALD:      Commissioner  Sweet. 

COMMISSIONER   SWEET:  Here. 

MS.    OSWALD:      Commissioner   Rosaies.  Oh 

COMMISSIONER  ROSALES:  Present. 

PRESIDENT   KOUBA:      The   Chair  recognizes 
that   the   Redevelopment   Commission   is   now  in 
session,    in   joint   session  with   the  Planning 
Commi  s  s  ion . 

MS.    AVERY:      And   I   do   believe   we   have  M 
Richard  Welsh   for   the   U.    S.    General  Services 
Admin is t rat  ion . 

Thank  you.      The   joint   hearing   is  in 
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session . 

MS.    OSWALD:      Commissioner  Yee. 

COMMISSIONER   YEE:  Here. 

PRESIDENT    LOWENBERG:       Thank  you. 

Commissioners,    before   we    start   with  our 
calendar    items,    I    believe    there's    a  commendation 
that    President    Kouba   would   like    to   read    into  the 
record . 

PRESIDENT   KOUBA:      Would   Mr.    Blazej  come 
up    to   the  podium. 

This    is   a   commendation  which  we  are 
bestowing   on  May   23rd,    1996,    commending  the 
extraordinary  contributions   of   Lucian    "Lu"  Blazej 
for   his   contributions   to   city  planning  and 
redevelopment   over   the    last    twenty  years. 

It's   very  rare   that   we   have   these  joint 
sessions,    and  we   thought    it   would  be   worthwhile  to 
take   advantage   of    it   to   give   Lu   a   doub 1 e - bar r e 1 
commendation,    so   that's   what   we're  doing. 

Whereas,    Lu   Blazej    has   been  associated 
with   the   San   Francisco   Department   of   City  Planning 
for   over   twenty  years   and  has   served   as   Director  of 
Planning   since   March   1992;    and  whereas,    Mr.  Blazej 
has    dedicated   himself    and   his   department  to 
critical   planning   issues    facing   the   City  of  San 
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Francisco,    including    the    Presidio,    the    Trans bay 
Terminal,    the    Bay   Bridge    ramp    structures,    UCS  F 
expansion   needs,    Mission   Bay,    and    the  City's 
waterfront;    and  whereas,    prior   to   becoming  Director 
of    Planning,    Mr.    Blazej    played   a   key   role  in 
reviewing   major   commercial,    residential,  and 
institutional    development   proposals,  including 
developing   the    conceptual    framework    for  San 
Francisco's   downtown  plan,    and  where 'under  Mr. 
Blazej ' s    leadership,    cooperation   between   the  San 
Francisco   Planning   Department   and   the   San  Francisco 
Redevelopment   Agency   reached  new   levels   on  critical 
projects    impacting   the   City;    and  whereas,    both  the 
Department   of   City   Planning   and   the   San  Francisco 
Redevelopment   Agency  appreciate   and   respect   all  the 
efforts    and  work  Mr.    Blazej    has   made    in  the 
interest   of   responsible   planning   for   the   City  of 
San   Francisco,    now,    therefore,    be    it   resolved  that 
we,    the   presidents   of   the   San   Francisco  Planning 
Commission   and   the   San   Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency  Commission,    do   hereby  commend   Lucian  "Lu" 
Blazej    for   his   extraordinary  contribution   to  city 
planning   and   redevelopment    for   more   than  twenty 
years,    signed   Susan   Lowenberg,    President   of  the 
City   Planning   Commission,    and  Jon  Henry  Kouba, 
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President    of    the    San    Francisco  Redevelopment 
Commi  s  s  ion . 

(  App 1 au  s  e ) 

MR.    BLAZE J :      Just    very   briefly,    we    did  it 
all    together   and   continue    to   do    it    together.  I 
appreciate    this    recognition,    but,    as    I    say,  it's 
all    of    us   over   a    long   period   of    time,    and  we'll 
continue    on   together.      Thank   you   very  much. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank  you. 

MR.    BLAZE J :      I'm  very  honored. 
(Applause ) 

PRESIDENT  LOWENBERG:  Let  me  describe  how 
we're  going  to  do  our  business  today  to  get  through 
this   hearing . 

First,    we'd   like   a  presentation   on  the 
draft   EIS/EIR   from   the   GSA   staff.      Then  we'll  take 
public   testimony  concerning   this   draft   EIR/EIS,  and 
then   that   will   be    followed  by  any  technical 
questions,    if   there   are   any,    from   the  Assistant 
Regional   Administrator  and  by  any  of  the 
Commissioners . 

So  with   that,    I'd   like   to  introduce 
Barbara   Sahm,    and  we'll   get   an   overview  on  the 
presentation   of    this  draft. 
/      /  / 
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MS.    SAHM:      Madam    President    and  Mr. 
President    of    the    Redevelopment    Agency  Commission, 
my   name    is    Barbara    Sahm.       I'm   City  Environmental 
Review   officer,    and    I'm   hoping   not    to   make    a  big 
presentation,    but    I    did   want    to    indicate    that  the 
item   at    hand   is    the   draft    Environmental  Impact 
Statement,    as    well    as    the   draft  Environmental 
Impact    Report,    prepared   jointly   by   the    staffs  of 
the    federal   General   Services   Administration,  the 
San   Francisco   Redevelopment   Agency,    and   the  Office 
of    Environmental    Review,    and   the  Planning 
Department,    assisted,    of   course,    by   the  consultant 
retained   by   the  GSA. 

The    EIS/EIR   analyzes    at    equal    level  a 
federal   office   building   on   two   sites:      Tenth  and 
Market   and   Seventh   and  Mission.      This    is  unlike 
most    environmental    impact   reports   that   you  see 
where   we   analyze   a   preferred  alternative,    and  the 
other   alternatives   are   not   given   the    same    level  of 
analy s  i  s . 

For  your   information   and  understanding, 
following   finalization  of    this   document   some  months 
from  now,    the   Planning  Commission  will   use  the 
final   document    in   considering  whether  the 
redevelopment   plan   for   one   of   the   sites    is  in 
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conformity   with    the    San    Francisco   Master  Plan. 

The    Redevelopment    Agency   Commission  and 
staff   will    make    determinations    and  recommendations 
on    the    redevelopment   plan,    and   the   Agency   and  the 
Board   of    Supervisors   will    consider   adopting  a 
redevelopment   plan   using,    in   part,  this 
Environmental    Impact    Stat ement /Environment al  Impact 
Report,    and   the   GSA  will   use    it    in   deciding  whether 
or   not    to   construct   a   federal   office   building  on 
one   of   the  sites. 

Today's   agenda   is   to   hold   a  public 
hearing   on   the   draft   document,    to   receive  comments 
from   the   public,    as   President   Lowenberg   said,  and 
from   the   Commissioners    if   you   have   questions  about 
the   document   as  well. 

I   remind  everyone   that   a   court  reporter 
is   present    to   take   down   the   comments    so   that  we 
have   a   full    transcript   of   the   hearing,    and  that 
people   should   try   to   speak   slowly   --    I'm  not  doing 
too   well    --    so   that   the   court   reporter   can  get  the 
words   down   as   we   need  them. 

We   do   not   routinely  respond   to  comments 
that   are   made   at    this   public   hearing  on   the  draft 
EIR.      We    take   the   transcript    --   we   also  take 
written   comments   that   were   received  during  the 
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public    comment   period    --    and   prepare  written 
responses    to    those    comments    following   the  public 
comment   period,    unless   people   have    questions  about 
procedural    activities,    which   we   do    like    to   clear  up 
right    away . 

Before   we   open   the   public    hearing,  the 
GSA   staff    is   proposing   to   make   a   presentation  on 
the   project,    and   that,    unless   you   have   questions  of 
me,    is    the   next   thing  we    should  do. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      We   neglected  to 
read   this    item   into   the   record,    so,  Madam 
S  e  c  r e  t  ary . 

MS.    AVERY:      Okay.      For   the  Planning 
Commission,    the    item   is   case    94.157E,    San  Francisco 
Federal   Building.      This    is   a   Joint   Hearing   of  the 
draft   Environmental    Impact   Statement  and 
Environmental    Impact   Report   by   the   San  Francisco 
Planning   Commission,    San   Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency,    and   the    federal   General  Services 
Admin i  s t  rat  ion . 

We   can   now  proceed. 

I   would   like   to  make   one   announcement  or 
request   of   the  public.      There   are   speaker  cards 
here   at    the  public   podium.      If   you  would   fill  them 
out   and  hand  them   --   bring  them  over   to   the  side 
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and  give  them  to  the  staff  person,  they  will  make 
sure   we   get  them. 

We  ask  that  you  speak  clearly  and  state 
your   name    for   the   benefit    of    our   court  reporter. 

Thank   you . 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      And    let    me  remind 
people,    you   have    three   minutes    to    speak,    please.  I 
know   that    the    staff    is   the   going   to   make  a 
present  at  ion . 

MS.    CIPRAZO:      Good   afternoon.      My   name  is 
Marie   Ciprazo.      I'm   the   Project   Manager   for   the  San 
Francisco   Federal   Building,    for   General  Services 
Administration. 

With   me,    I    have   Joan   Byrens ,    who    is  my 
staff   planner   on   the   project,    and  we'd   like   to  take 
five   minutes   of   your   time   to   explain   the  project 
purpose   and   to   discuss   the   two   sides   that  are 
looked   at    in   the   environmental   document  for 
construction  of   the   new  building. 

As   part   of    the   environmental  process, 
five   alternatives   are   discussed   in  the 
environmental    document:      Two   project  site 
alternatives    for   the   construction,    a  leased 
building   alternative,    a  purchased  building 
alternative,    and   a   no-action   alternative,  basically 
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for   us    to    stay   in   our   leased  space. 

The    G  S  A  proposes,   to   build    an  office 
building    that    is    approximately    675,000    square  feet 
in    size.      That    is    roughly   475,000    occupiable  square 
feet    for   tenant  use. 

The   purpose   of    this   building    is  to 
consolidate   the    federal    agencies    that    are  currently 
in    leased   space    throughout    the    City   of  San 
Franc  i  sco . 

A   sampling   of    the    agencies    that   will  be 
housed   in   this   building   are    administrative  offices 
for   federal   agencies,    such   as   the   Department  of 
Labor,    Veterans   Administration,    and   the  Small 
Business   Administration.      Also,    there   will   be  law 
enforcement   agencies   housed   in   this   building,  such 
as   US   Customs   and   Secret  Service. 

The   project   would  consolidate 
approximately   2,740    federal   employees   on   to  one 
site   that   are   currently,    again   as    I    said,    in  leased 
space   throughout   the  City. 

Parking   is   also   to   be   provided  with  161 
spaces.      Of   that,    114   of   those    spaces   are  secured, 
interior   spaces,    and  47   are   surface  parking  spaces. 

The   two   sites   that   are   discussed   for  the 
construction  of    the   Federal   Building   are   the  Tenth 
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and   Market    Street;    site,    which    is    directly  adjacer.; 
to    the    Bank   of    America    Data    Center,    and   the  Seventh 
and   Mission    site,    which    is    directly   across    from  the 
US    Court    of  Appeals. 

The    Tenth   and   Market    Street    site:  The 
site    is    bound   by  Market,    Tenth,    Mission,    and  the 
zero    lot    line    adjacent    to   the   Bank   of   America  Data 
Center.      The    site    is    approximately   95,000  square 
feet.      There    are    six  buildings    that    are   existing  on 
the    site    that   vary   from   two   stories    to    four  stories 
in  height. 

The   buildings    that    are    along   the  Market 
Street    side   contain   retail   and   customer  -- 
commercial    services.      On   the   Mission   Street  portion 
of    the    site,    there    is   an   abandoned  car  wash   that  is 
currently  being  used   for   the   surface  parking. 

On   the   right,    you   see   a  massing  diagram 
that   was   used   in  order   to   complete   the   wind  and 
shadow   analysis    for   this   particular  site. 

Seventh  and  Mission:      The   Seventh  and 
Mission   site    is   bound  by  Stevenson,  Seventh, 
Mission,    and   is   adjacent   to   surface   parking   for  two 
residential   apartment   buildings.      Those  buildings 
are   at   Eighth   Street   and  Market  Street. 

The   site   footprint    is  approximately 
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158,000    square    feet.      The    site    currently  includes 
the    old   Greyhound   depot,    two    abandoned  four-story 
buildings,    and   the   balance    of    the    site    can   be  used 
for    surface  parking. 

As   with   the   Tenth   and  Market    Street  site 
on   the    right,    you   see    a   massing   diagram   that  was 
used   to   complete    the   wind   and   shadow   analysis  for 
this  site. 

This    concludes   our   short,    yet  concise 
presentation.      We   have   hand-outs   of   the    six  boards 
that   we   have   presented   to  you. 

And   for   the   audience   that   are  giving 
testimony,    we   ask   that   you   state   your  name  clearly 
to   assist   the   court  reporter. 

Again,    thank  you   for  your  attention. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank  you. 

At   this   time,    we'd   like   to   have  the 
public   testimony,    and   I   have   speaker   cards  here. 
I'm   just   going   to   call   them   in   the   order   that  I 
have  . 

Lou  Batmale .      If   I   don't   pronounce  your 
name   right,    I    apologize    in  advance. 

 oOo  

MR.    BATMALE:      Good   afternoon.      My  name's 
Lou   Batmale.      I   am   the   owner   of   229   Seventh   Street  w 
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and   the   operator   of    Bay  Area   Car   Rental    and  Truck 
Rental,    which    is    located   on   the  site. 

We    have    existed   there    since    1986,  and 
seen   a   dramatic    turnaround   in   the   neighborhood  in 
the    last    ten   years.      Now,    going   into   the  new 
century,    we're    hoping    for.  bigger,    better  changes. 

Since    the   Greyhound   Bus    depot    has  closed 
down,    the   neighborhood   has    improved   as   a   whole.  I 
think   the   addition   of   these   employees    into   our  area 
will    give    a    strong   thrust    to   the  business 
community,    which   right    now   is    surviving,    but  needs 
that    --    needs   that  boost. 

I    feel    that    in   the   end,    you'll    see  that 
the   Seventh   Street    community,    as   we   view  ourselves, 
has   a   large   amount   of   hotel   space,    rental  cars, 
food   facilities,    and  other   services   which  will  be 
used  by   the   General   Services   Administration   and  by 
people    located   in   the   Federal  Building. 

I   think   that    in   the   end,    if   we   can  tear 
down   the   Greyhound  building,    it   will    just  improve 
the   overall   ambience   of   the   neighborhood,    which  now 
is   cast    in   the   dark   shadow  of   what   was   once  a 
terrible  place. 

Thank   you . 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank   you,  sir. 
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Carolyn  Diamond. 

And   after   Ms.    Diamond,    Jonathan  Gould. 

MS.  DIAMOND:  Good  afternoon.  My  name  is 
Carolyn  Diamond.  I'm  the  Executive  Director  of  the 
Market    Street  Association. 

Two   years    ago,    the   Market  Street 
Association   began   a   process   of    declaring   the  Mid 
Market    Street    corridor   a    redevelopment   project.  We 
gathered   several   property  owners,    businesses,  and 
residents    in   the   area   to   discuss   the   problems  and 
the    opportunities    in   the  area. 

At   these   meetings,    the   Market  Street 
community   continually   cited  problems   arising  from 
the   vacant   site   of   the   old  Greyhound  Bus   depot  at 
Seventh  and  Mission.      It   was   decided   to   include  the 
Mission   Street   corridor   into   the   planning   of  the 
redevelopment   project.      The   Mission  Street 
community   agreed  with   the   position   that   the  Seventh 
and  Mission   Street   site   was  problematic. 

Today,    we   have   moved   to   the  establishment 
of   a   survey  area  under   the   auspices   of  the 
Redevelopment   Agency.      A  citizens  advisory 
committee   has   been   formed   and  has   met  several 
t  ime  s  . 

In   representing   the   citizens  advisory 
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committee    as    the    chair   and,    also,    representing  the 
Market    Street   Association  as    its  Executive 
Director,    we   urge   you    to   put    the   GSA   site  at 
Seventh   and   Mission,    not    only    I    think    that  -- 
because    of    its   practical   purposes,    but    for  the 
community   that    is   very  well   versed   in   this    area  and 
the    community   that   would   also   welcome   you   with  open 
arms  . 

Thank   you . 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank  you. 
Jonathan  Gould. 

MR.    GOULD:      Good  afternoon.      My  name  is 
Jonathan  Gould.      I   am  here   to   represent    the  Holiday 
Inn,    Civic   Center,    which   is    located   on  Eighth 
Street   between  Market   and  Eighth. 

I   am   really  here   just   to   lend   our  support 
to   the   Seventh   and  Mission   location.      We    feel  that 
it   would   be   a   very  beneficial   thing   or  event  for 
our  business   at   Eighth   and  Market. 

We    feel   that    it   will   assist   us  in 
connecting   the   Yerba   Buena   area   with   the  Civic 
Center   area   and  generally   just    feel    it   would  be  a 
very  positive   move   for  our  business. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank  you  very 

much ,  sir. 
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1  Ms.  Pascual. 

2  And   after   Miss    Pascual,    Marty  Cerles. 

3  MS.    PASCUAL:      Good  afternoon, 

4  Commissioners.      Amelita    Pascual.       I'm    the  Executive 

5  Director   of    the    South   of   Market    Foundation,  which 

6  is    a   neighborhood   economic   organization   based  here 
in   SOMA,    and  providing   services    to   small  businesses 

8  for   the   past    four  years. 

9  Over   the   past    two   years,    we   have  been 

10  painting   the   graffiti   off   the   Greyhound   site,  and 

11  we   have   noticed   a    --    every  week,    we   have  noticed 

12  how   freshly  painted   the   beige   and  green  building 

13  is,    and   that's    --    that's   really  our  work. 

14  We   have   a  program   that   employs  young 

15  people   to   help   take   away   the   graffiti,    funded  by 

16  the   neighborhood  beau t i f i c a t ion  graffiti  cleanup 

17  fund,    and   every  week,    we   get   requests,    and   in  the 

18  past    two  years,    we've   managed   to   do   something  about 

1 9  that   site . 

20  Looking   at   that   as   an  economic 

21  development   goal   and   --    it   works    in   short   term,  but 

22  certainly   it   doesn't   work   in   the    long   term  if 

23  you're   looking   at,    you   know,    things   as  permanent 

24  changes.      In   the   area,    especially  as   a  property 

25  owner,    so   I   urge   you   to   support   the   location   of  the 

i  2  0 
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GSA   building   on    the    Seventh   and   Mission  site 
because    of    the    long-term   economic  development 
opportunities    for   the  area. 

Granted,    we've   been   waiting   for   six  years 
for    something   to   happen   on   that    site,    and   at  the 
foundation,    we   have   been   identifying  opportunities 
for   businesses    to    --    you   know,    the   best    type  of 
industry   to   locate    there,    especially  with   the  type 
of    support   that    --    that   you  will    find   South  of 
Market;    for   instance,    financing   support   and   for  an 
employable   work  force. 

And   I   also   urge   the   GSA  building   to  see 
this   as   we   do,    as   a   catalyst,    rather   than  a 
liability,    a   catalyst   being   if    the   community  is 
involved   in   the   design  process,    we   can   really  come 
up   with   something   that   works    for   the  area. 

We   have   had   representatives    from  Ninth 
District   Court   of   Appeals   participate    in   that  -- 
our   long-term   economic   planning   for   the   past  three 
years,    so   that   we   do   see   some   support    from   --  from 
them,    and   I   do   encourage   you   to   support   this  move. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank  you. 

Marty  Cerles. 

Our   next    speaker   is   Jim  Haas   after  Mr. 

Cerles . 
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MR.    CERLES:      Good   afternoon.      My   name  is 

2 

Marty   Cerles.       I    am   with    the    Reneson   Hotel  Group. 

3 

We   own   and   operate    five   hotels    South   of  Market: 

4 

along   Seventh    Street.       I'm   also    on    the    Board  of 

5 

SOMA  Foundation. 

6 

We've   been   in   operation    for   over  50 

7 

years,    and  we've    seen   the   neighborhood   change  quite 

8 

a   bit    in   the    last    few  years.      With   the  Greyhound 

9 

site   being   vacant   has   really  hurt   the  area. 

10 

We   would   like   to   see   a   GSA  building  built 

1 1 

there    for   the    following   reasons:      One,    it  will 

1  2 

influence    our    area    tremendouslv         It    will    hrina  in 

CO 

13 

new   --    new  businesses   and  will   help   the  residents 

1 

CD 

14 

in   the    area   with   these    services.      It   won't  only 

15 

affect   our   South   of   Market   area;    it   will  also 

1  6 

affect   the   Embarcadero   area,    which  Ms.  Diamond 

17 

has    --    has   talked  about. 

18 

The   local   businesses   have   been  really 

19 

looking   forward   to   cleaning  up   the   area,    as   well  as 

2  0 

the   residents.      We've   had  many  meetings   about  this. 

21 

We've   all    identified   the   Seventh  and  Mission  Street 

22 

site   as   a  place   for   redevelopment   to   come    in  and 

23 

build  something. 

24 

Also,    the   US   Court   of   Appeals,    which  will 

2  5 

be   opening  up   at    the   end   of   the   year,    hopefully,  it 

22 

12-126 


2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
1  0 
1 1 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
1  7 
1  8 

1  9 

2  0 
2  1 
2  2 
2  3 
24 
2  5 


would    help    tremendously.       It    will    also   bring    in  the 
Civic    Center   area    to    the   Seventh   Street  corridor 
and   make    it    a   nice   place    for   people    to    live  and 
work    t  he  re  . 

Following   that,    it   would   also  help 
connect    Civic    Center   to   Yerba   Buena   Center  and, 
also,    along   Market    Street    to   Union  Square. 

In   closing,    I    just    hope   you   will  support 
this.      You   have    a    lot    of    friends    out    at    Seventh  and 
Market,    Seventh   and  Mission   that    will    support  this. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank  you. 

Jim  Haas . 

MR.    HAAS:      I'm  not    quite    sure   what  the 
protocol    is   to   address   two   chairs,    but    I   guess  you 
will    accept   my   remarks   without    taking   care    of  that. 

I'm   Jim  Haas.      I'm   the   chairman   of  the 
Civic    Pride   Group   at    Civic  Center. 

The   authorization   for   this  office 
building   was   obtained  by  Congressmember   Pelosi  in 
1987,    and   the   EIR  has   been   in   the   works    for  at 
least    three   years.      And   I   talked   to  Congressmember 
Pelosi   about    this   a   week   or   so   ago,    and  her 
frustration   level    remains   rather   high,    so   I  would 
hope   all    of   us    in   this   room   today   could   --  could 
use    this    forum   and   the    subsequent    events    to   try  to 
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move    the    thing    --    the    development:    of    this  build: 

- 

2 

along    so   we   might    be    able  .to    see    it    built    in  cur 

3 

lifetime . 

4 

I    want    to   make    a   couple   of    comments  on 

5 

the    draft    EIR.      The    first    relates    to    the  language 

6 

consistency   section,    and    I    think   your  consultant 

7 
8 

has    given    sort    of    short    shrift    to   the    Civic  Cent 
study  which   the    Planning   Department   prepared  and 

e  r 

3 

published   approximately   a   year  ago. 

1  0 

With   regard   to    the    Seventh  Street 

1 1 

alternative   on  page    143,    where   there    is   a  paragr 

ap  h 

1  2 

referenced   in   the   EIR  which   says:      A  government 

1  J 

office   building   complex   at   the   Greyhound  site 

03 
i 

ro 

1  4 

providing   judicial   and  administrative  office 

1  5 

activities   will    strengthen   the   court    systems  in 

the 

1  6 

Civic   Center,    will   generate   substantial  pedestri 

an 

1  7 

activity  on   the   Seventh   corridor   leading   to  the 

UN 

1  8 

Plaza . 

1  9 

This   would  be   a   positive  public 

2  0 

investment   which  would  benefit   government  worker 

s 

2  1 

and   residents.      Such   a   proposal    should  be  pursue 

d 

2  2 

on   this   site.      I    think   that's   a   stronger  stateme 

nt 

2  3 

than   the   City   interest    in   the   Seventh   Street  tha 

n 

2  4 

has   been   reflected   in   the   draft  EIR. 

2  5 

I   think   there   is   a    --    a  historic 

24 
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connection   between   Seventh   Street    and  the 
courthouse,    which   was    built    in    1905.       It    was  built 
there    because    the    old   City   Hall    was    not    very  far 
away  . 

We    have    a    --    an   access    from   City  Kail 
down   to   Market    Street   which   almost    reaches  Seventh 
Street,    and   with   a    little    creative    architecture,  I 
think   we    can   pull    the    two   areas    together,    and  I 
think    from   a   planning   point    of   view,    Seventh  Street 
is    far    superior   to   Tenth   Street    and  would  certainly 
do   an   amazing   effect    on  pulling   up   the  conditions 
on   the    eastern   side   of    the   Civic    Center,    which  in 
spite   of   the   Main   Library   is   very   --    still   on  the 
edge  . 

And   the   other   comment    I   want   to  make 
relates    to   the    transportation   section   of    the    --  of 
the   draft   EIR,    and,    again,    I    think   the  Seventh 
Street   alternative   got    short    shrift.      The  report 
does   make   reference   to   transit   on  Market  Street, 
but   does   not    really  discuss    in   any  meaningful  way 
the   Muni/BART   station,    the   Civic    Center  Muni/BART 
station.      It    sort   of   assumes   that   the  transit 
resources   between   the   two   alternatives   are  equal, 
and   I   would  dispute  that. 

I    think   the   transit    resources    at  Seventh 

2  5 
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1  Street    are    far   more    superior    because    that    BART/ Muni 

2  station    is    --    is    --    is    located    that    you    can  almost 

3  connect    it    into   the   new   building,    and   it   means  that 

4  people    from    the    East    Bay   and   people    riding  Muni 

5  from   the    west    would   have    a   greater    incentive  to 

6  take    transit    to   the  building. 

7  My   time    is   up,    but    I    will   make    just  one 

8  comment   upon   an   error   on  page   3.12-11,    where  they 

9  list   parking   facilities.      One   of   the  parking 

10  resources    in   the   area   is   described   as    100  Larkin 

11  Street,    on   which   there   are    129   parking   spaces.  If 

12  we   all    trot   over   to   100    Larkin   Street,    we   can  find 

13  that    the   new  Main   Library   is  there. 

14  Thank   you  very  much. 

15  PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank   you,  sir. 

16  Norman  Onaga . 

17  And   after  Mr.    Onaga,    Arlene  Flynn. 

18  MR.    ONAGA:      Good   afternoon.      My  name  is 

19  Norman  Onaga.      I   am   the   General   Manager   for  the 

20  Reneson  Hotel   Group   on   Seventh   Street.      The  Reneson 

21  Hotel    is    located  one   block   just    south  of  Seventh, 

22  between  Mission   and  Howard  Streets.      I   manage  the 

23  leisure,    corporate,    convention,    and  business. 

24  I'm  here   today  because    I'm  very  concerned 

25  with   the    safety  of   the   neighborhood,    especially  at 

2  6 
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night    for   hotel    employees    and   guests.      Many   of  our 
employees    also    live    in   the    immediate    area.  They 
have    expressed    their  concern. 

Because    of    the   Greyhound   building,    we  run 
a    shuttle   between   our   hotels    and  Union  Square. 
This    is    a   very   expensive    shuttle    service    that  is 
available   between    8:00    a.m.    till    11:30    at  night, 
and   we   do   this    in   order   to   attract    and   keep  our 
guests   at   our   hotels.      Even   though  we   have  a 
shuttle    service,    we    still   have   guests   check  out 
because    they   have    seen   the   eye    sore   which   is  the 
Greyhound   building   on   Seventh  Street. 

I   believe   having   a   GSA  building  will 
bring  more   business   and   services    to  the 
neighborhood   and  will    result    in   a   more   secure  place 
for   everyone . 

Seventh   Street    is   a   corridor   to   the  heart 
of   the   city  and,    thus,    should  be   made  more 
attractive   by   having   the   GSA  building. 

Thank   you . 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank   you,  sir. 
Ar 1 ene   Flynn . 

And   after  Ms.    Flynn   is   Elvia  Santos. 

/      /  / 

MS.    FLYNN:      Yes,    it's   Alrene    Flynn,    and  I 
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My   family  has   owned  property   on  Seventh 
between   Mission   and  Howard   for   ciose    to    50  years, 
and  we've    invested   a   lot   of    time    and   energy  and 
love    and   certainly  moneys    into    that    area,    and  we 
have,    as   you   now  note,    four   hotel  properties 
between   Mission   and  Howard,    and  we   pride  ourselves 
in   keeping   them   in   the   best    of    condition,  both- 
exterior   and   in   the   guest    rooms,    and   the  amenities 
from   the    service   that   we  provide. 

Therefore,    I    feel    that   the   GSA  building 
coming   into   our   neighborhood  would  do   nothing  but 
enhance   all    that   we   have   to   offer   to   the  various 
guests   that   we   see   throughout   the   year,  and 
certainly   to   our   employees,    and  particularly  their 
safety  and   --    and  well   being   in   the   area,    and  the 
GSA  building  would   add   to   all   of   that   and   to  the 
area,    and   certainly  being  across   the   street  from 
the   Court   of   Appeals   would   enhance   everything  for 
the   total   benefit   of   the   federal   government,    so  we 
hope   that   you   will   support   us    in  bringing   the  GSA 
building   to   our  area. 

Thank  you . 
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PRESIDENT    LOWENBERG :       Thank  you. 
Miss  Santos. 

MS.  SANTOS:  Hi.  My  name  is  Elvia  Santos 
and  I  am  --  in  business  for  seven  years.  And  that 
is  a  little  area  that  needs  a  little  bit  more  here. 
What  I  seen  is  that  building  will  be  built  at 
Seventh,  which  is  very  good  for  the  BART.  The  BART 
will  be  much  better.  It's  almost  impossible  to  use 
that    exit . 

And   from  my  window,    I    see    tourists  being 
robbed,    drug   dealers,    a    lot    of    things.      It's  hard 
for   us    to   cros  s  . 

The   building  will   clear   the   area,  which 
is   basically   Seven,    and    I    think   the   police  will 
have   a    --   will   be   also   coming   to   Six,    which   is  the 
dangerous   part . 

We    increase   the   business   and  will   be  much 
safer   for   the   people   that   lives   around  and, 
besides,    will   be   very  easy   for   like   continuation  of 
the   government,    government  center. 

Okay,    that's   all   I   have   to  say. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank   you  very 
much ,    ma ' am . 

Anna   Yee  . 

And   after  Ms. Yee,    John  Elbering. 
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MS.    YEE:      Good   afternoon,    Presidents  and 
Commissioners.       I    will    be    very   brief.       I  would 
think   most    of    the   points    have   been  made. 

One    thing    I    want    to    stress    is    that  what 
you're    hearing    is    the    relative    impacts   of  two 
proposed   sites,    and   over   and   over   again,  you've 
heard   that    by   siting   the   GSA  building   at  the 
Seventh   and  Mission   Street    site,    that    it   will   be  a 
catalyst    and   have   a  profound   effect   of   on   not  jus: 
one   neighborhood,    but   three   neighborhoods    --  the 
Tenderloin,    Mid  Market    area,    and   the    South  of 
Market . 

The   siting   at   Tenth  and  Market,    it  might 
be   nice,    but    it's   not   gonna   have   that  profound, 
positive    impact    that    is    its   potential.      I  mean, 
because   that    is    its   potential,    I    think  it's 
especially   important   that    if   and  when  you    --  when 
you   approve   the   Seventh   and  Mission   site,    that  it 
is   especially   important   that   you  pull    together  a 
strong   citizens   advisory   committee   to   make    it   a  -- 
a  project   that   benefits   those   three  neighborhoods. 

And  my   last   point    is   that   there   are  the 
three   groups    that   are   working  very  hard  together 
already   in   the   Mid  Market   area   --   well,    in  fact, 
Carolyn   Diamond  mentioned   the   Mid  Market  Survey 
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Area,    that    is    composed   of    folks    from  the 
Tenderloin,    Mid   Market,    and    South   of    Market    area  as 
well,    so    there    is    already   an   established  working 
unit    that    --    and,    hopefully,    a  demonstrated 
success . 

Thank   you . 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank  you. 
J  ohn   Elber ing . 

And   after   Mr.    Elbering,    Steve  Raymond. 

MR.    ELBERING:      Good  afternoon, 
Commissioners.      I'm   John   Elbering.      I'm  Executive 
Vice   President   of   G.    P.    Todco,    Inc.,    and  we   are  the 
owner   of    the   Grand   Southern  Hotel   at    1095  Mission, 
directly  kitty-corner   from   the   Seventh   and  Mission 
site. 

We   purchased   that    hotel   with   funding  from 

the   San   Francisco   Redevelopment   Agency   --    two  to 

i 

million   dollars,    which  we   greatly   appreciate    --  to 
renovate   as   low   income   housing   72   units   of  SRO 
housing.      It    is   presently   an   unreinforced  masonry 
building   at   risk   level    II.      It's   a  very  high 
priority . 

The    --   We   very  much   support   along  with 
everyone   else,    the   Seventh   and  Mission   site.      In  my 
case,    it    will    enhance    the   value   of   our  commercial 
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space  on 

the    ground    floor.      That    rent    is    the  key 

2 

part  of 

our   project    financing,    and    to    the  extent 

3 

that  we 

could   maximize    that    rent,    we    can  extend 

00 

4 

further 

services    to    the    residents    of    the  building, 

l 

5 

as  well 

as   meet    our    financial    obligations    to  the 

6 

City  to 

repay   the  financing. 

7 

your   a  1 1 

In   particular,    though,    I    want    to  draw 
ention    in   the   EIR  parking   analysis,  parking 

9 

impacts . 

There    is   no   question   that    the  parking 

1  0 

supply  i 

n   this   part    of    the    South   of   Market  is 

1 1 

decreasi 

ng   due    to   development    of    the  neighborhood, 

1  2 

which  is 

a   good   thing.      However,    adding   a  Federal 

13 

Bui lding 

,    you,    undoubtedly,    have   further  parking 

13-5 

1  4 

demands . 

1  5 

We   know   that   the   Seventh   and  Mission 

1  6 

site,  be 

ing   accessible   by  both   BART   and  Muni,  is 

1  7 

superior 

with   transit    to   the   Tenth   Street    site  with 

1  8 

only  Mun 

i   service.      What   we   need   from  you   is   a  full 

1  9 

analysis 

in   this   EIR  of   the   parking  demand 

2  0 

cumulative,    all    foreseeable   development    in  the 

2  1 

South  of 

Market    from  Sixth  Street    to   South  Van 

CO 
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22 

Ness,    from  Market   Street   to   the    freeway  that 

2  3 

factors 

in   the    impacts   of   this   project   and  other 

24 

foreseeable   loss   of   parking   to   development    in  the 

2  5 

area. 
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The    reason    this    is    important:,    so  you'll 
know   where    we're    headed,    we    believe    you  will 
document    the    need    for   a   new  parking  structure 
development    in    this    Mid   Market    district.  And 
actually,    the   part    of    the   Greyhound   site   not    to  be 
developed    for    the    Federal    Building    is    an  ideal 
candidate    for   some   of    this   parking,    because    it  can 
as    in   day   time   use    serve    the    federal  office 
building,    but    at    night    time    serve    the  theater 
district    of   Mid   Market   Street,    which   very  badly 
needs    secure,    safe,    nighttime   parking   to  support 
its    economic  development. 

So   please   be   sure   that    this   EIR  has  a 
thorough   analysis   of   parking   demand,    looking  ahead 
ten   years   and   beyond,    and   taking   into   account  of 
all   of   the   issues   at   hand  and   all    the  possibilities 
for   parking   supply   in   the  area. 

Thank  you . 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank  you. 
Steve  Raymond. 

And  after  Mr.  Raymond,  Stanley  Panovich. 
MR.    RAYMOND:      Good   afternoon.      My  name's 

CO 

Steve   Raymond.      I'm  with   the   Renoir  Hotel.      I  have 
the   Renoir   Cafe   and  Hotel,    and   I'm  also  with  Mid 
Market   Street  Association. 
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Rarely   does    governments    --  federal 
government,    particularly  people    that    are  deciding 
on   a   building,    have    an   opportunity   to    improve  the 
lives   of    --    of   people    in   a   neighborhood,    and  I 
think   that    they   should   grasp    this  opportunity. 

As   we    know,    government    is  ideally 
supposed   to    improve    the    lives    of    its    citizens,  and 
if   we   were    to   build   this   building   at    the    corner  of 
Tenth   and  Market,    I    think   all   you   do'   is  exacerbate 
an   already  pre-existing   cold,  wind-tunnel 
situation,    whereas   if   you  build   it    at   the  Greyhound 
Bus   depot    site,    I    think  you'll    --   you'll    --  as 
everyone   here   who   has    spoken   and  probably  will 
speak   after  me   will   attest   to,    the    --    that  site 
will    --    will   generally   improve   the   lives   of   all  of 
us    in   that   neighborhood   and  will   help,    and   I  don't 
know  how  much   the   wind   impact    is,    but    it  certainly 
wouldn't   be   what   that    --   what    that    site   at  Tenth 
and  Market   will   be.      Thank  you. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank   you,  sir. 

Mr .    Panovich . 

And   after  Mr.    Panovich,    Mr.  Nathaniel 

B e  r kowi  t  z  . 

MR.    PANOVICH:      My  name   is   Stan  Panovich. 
I'm  with   the   Oddfellows   Building   at    the   corner  of 
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Seventh  and  Market.  I'm  just  here  today  to  show  my 
support    for   the    Seventh   and   Market    --    Mission  site. 

As   you   all    know,    it    will    be  an 
improvement    to   all    the   people    in   the    area,  the 
people    that   work   there,    live    there,    shop   there,  et 
cetera . 

The   main   thing   I    also    came    here  today 
to    --    is,    on  your   impact    report,    you   mention  the 
Civic   Center   site   for   transportation,    but   you  just 
pass   over   the   exit   at   Seventh   and  Market.      It  is 
very,    very    --    I    think   it's   only  mentioned   one  time, 
where   all   the   other   times,    you've   mentioned  there's 
a   exit    at   Eighth . 

Also,    on   the   BART   site    at    Civic  Center, 
we   have   the   elevators   that   serve   the   persons  with 
disabilities.      If    --    I   know  you   have   many  workers 
that   are   in   the   federal   government   that   do  have 
disabilities.      If   they  had   the   buildings   right  at 
Seventh  and  Mission,    they  would  only   have    to  cross 
one   intersection,    whereas   on  Tenth  and  Market,  they 
would  have   to   cross   two  very  busy  intersections. 

Thank  you . 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank  you,  sir. 
Mr .    Berkowi t  z . 

/      /  / 
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MR .     BERKOWITZ : 


Presidents , 


Commissioners,    I'm  pleased   to   be   here    to   talk  about 
the   Mid   Market    and   GSA  building.      We    represent  the 
UN   Plaza   and   Mid  Market   Merchants   Association,  who 
are   merchants,    tenants,    and   owners   of   UN  Plaza 
areas   where    they   do   their   commercial  business. 


they   spend   a   great   many   hours    every  day    --  small 
business   people    --    within   this   area,    and   I'm  sure 
that    another   vote    for   Seventh   and  Mission   as    a  GSA 
location   is    in   everyone's   best  interest. 


corner   of   Seventh   and  Market,    and   the  Grant 
Building   has    a    long   history,    a   sad   --    has    a  long, 
sad   history   in  many  ways,    as    it's   watched  Market 
Street   at   Seventh  Street   decline   over   the   years  to 
the   point   where   no   one   wanted   to   do   any   --  talk 
about    it   or  do   anything   about    it.      We  virtually 
were  ignored. 

Thank  you   very  much   for   at  least 
considering  Seventh   and  Mission  as   a   GSA  alternate 
site.      We   hope  you   approve  that. 


Our   members    have    earned   their  liv 


ings  , 


We   also   own   the   Grant   Building  on 


the 


PRESIDENT  LOWENBERG: 


Thank  you,  sir. 


Sue   Hestor . 


And   after   Miss  Hestor 


Mark  Rennie . 
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MS.    HESTCR:       Good  afternoon, 
Commissioners.       I    went    into   my    files    and    I  found 
testimony   the    community   people   gave    three   years  ago 
when   this   process    started,    and   we   went    to  the 
Redevelopment    Agency,    we    went    to    the    Board  of 
Supervisors,    and   said:      The   Tenth   and   Market  site 
doesn't    make    any   sense.      Please    look    for  another 
alternative  site. 

Seventh   and   Mission   was    a  highly 
preferred   site    from   the    community,    and  we   were  told 
we   were    crazy . 

We   asked   the   City   to   do    --    and  the 
federal   government    to   do   wind   analysis    in  the 
beginning.      You   would   have    saved   a    lot    of    time  and 
money   if    the    City   had   listened   to   people  that 
actually   had   something   to  say. 

And   what    I    find   interesting    in   here  is 
that,    based   on  whims    alone,    you   have    to  eliminate 
the    site    at   Tenth   and  Market   despite    the  enormous 
amounts    of   energy   and   money   the    City   has   put  into 
that   the  site. 
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There  fore 


and    I   will   be  submittina 


much  more   extensive   written  comments 


I    would  ask 


you   to   go   back   and   in   conjunction   with  the 
development   of    the    final    EIR   do   a   much  more 
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detailed    concept    plan    for    the    Seventh   and  Mission 
site. 

Unless    everyone    is    totally   crazy    --    and  I 
don't    think    that    is    the    case    --    that's    the  site 
that    is    going   to   be    selected,    but   what   we    have  in 
this    EIR    is   very   riddled.      We    have   a   couple,  you 
know,    building   block,    massing   models,    and   we  have 
contrary   to   that    a   concept   plan   which   is  fairly 
elaborate    for   the   Tenth   and   Market    site   on  page 
two-six,    and,    you   know,    if    anyone   hasn't    read  pages 
three    --    All   you   have    to   do    is    read   3.14-1  to 
3.14-6,    and   the   answer   is    clear;    you're   going   to  go 
with   Seventh   and  Market. 

But    in   order   to    serve   all    of   us,    let  go 
of    the   Tenth   and   Market    site   now   and   do   the  more 
elaborate   modeling   so   we   can   make    sure   that  you 
do    --    even   at    Seventh   and  Market    --    even   at  Seventh 
and   Mission,    there    are   wind   problems,    and   so   an  -- 
an   optimum   balancing    from    --    of   wind   and   scale  and 
respect    for   the    Federal    Building   should   come  out 
before   this   final   EIR   comes   out   so   that   you  are 
closer   to   making   a  decision. 

We  shouldn't  be  delaying  this  one  much 
longer,  so  to  do  the  job  right,  you  should  do  it 
while    the    EIR   concept    responses   are   being  prepared. 
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1 

Thank   you . 

2 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank   you,  Miss 

3 

Hes tor . 

4 

Mark  Rennie. 

5 

After   Mr.    Rennie,    Lieutenant  Steve 

6 

Tac chini  . 

7 

8 

MR.    RENNIE:      Mr.  President, 
Commissioners,    my   name    is   Mark   Rennie.      I'm  here 

9 

also    to    speak    in    favor   of    the    Seventh   and  Mission 

10 

site. 

1 1 

I    am   a    founding   board  member   of   both  the 

12 

SOMA   Foundation   and   South   of   Market  Business 

13 

Association,    but    I'm   speaking    today   as    a  resident 

14 

of    the   neighborhood   for   the   past    twenty  years .  My 

15 

home    is    located   approximately   two   hundred  feet 

1  6 

south   of    the    site   on  Natoma   Street,    and  I've 

l3-1m 

17 

watched   Seventh   Street    for   quite    a   while,  and 

18 

there's    actually  been   an   amazing   renaissance  on 

19 

Seventh   Street    for   the   past    two   years,    thanks  in 

2  0 

great   part    to   the   hotels,    and   they  have  police 

21 

there   at   night,    off   duty  police,    and   it's  really 

2  2 

been  amazing. 

23 

Unfortunately,    the    last   block  there 

24 

between   Mission   and  Market    is    still    an   eye    sore  and 

2  5 

very   dangerous,    and   I    think   your   approval    of  this 
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site    will    go    a    long   way    to    both    revitalizing  and 
being   the    last    link   of    that    Seventh  Street 
r e v i t a 1 i z a t i on ,    and    it    will    be    a   great    boost  to 
both   the    South   of   Market    neighborhood   and  the 
entire    south    --    central    part    of    San  Francisco. 
Thank   you . 

PRESIDENT    LOWENBERG:       Thank  you. 
Lieutenant . 

LIEUTENANT   TACCHINI:      Good  afternoon. 
I'm   Lieutenant    Stephen   Tacchini ,    Southern  Police 
District,    and    I'm   here   on   behalf    of    Captain  Dennis 
Mart el . 

I'm   here    to   state    that   we're    in   favor  of 
the   proposed   site    for   Seventh   and  Mission   for  a 
number   of    reasons,    and   basic   protection   reasons  and 
public    safety  measures. 

First   of    all,    I    would   like    to   say  that 
the    area    is    in   transition   now  with   the  recent 
remodeling   of    the   US    Court    of   Appeals  building. 
We've    seen   a   dramatic   change    in   the   complexity  of 
crime    in   that  area. 

Currently,    there's    a   high   demand  for 
police    calls    and   services    in   the   Seventh  and 
Mission   area.      The    crimes    that    commonly   concern  the 
police    are    robberies,    public   drunkeness,  drug 
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sales,    drug   use,    and   public  urination. 

We    feel    that    an    addition   of    a   building  in 
this    location,    an    influx   of    a    large   number  of 
workers   would   add   a   positive    impact    to    the  area. 
The   workers   would,    therefore,    be   a   boost    to  the 
Market    Street    area.      It    would   be    a   boost    to  the 
transit    corridor   that    it    sits   on,    and   the  retail 
community   would  benefit    it    from   it,    as   well    as  the 
police    and  public    in   general.  • 

We    feel,    also,    that    the   proximity   to  Muni 
and   BART   are    also   positive   reasons    for   the  Seventh 
Street  location. 

Additionally,    freeway  on-ramps    access  at 
Eighth   Street,    Seventh   Street,    and  Ninth   Street  are 
.also   a    concern.      In   the   near   future,    the  Central 
freeway  will   be    torn   down,    which  will    mean   that  the 
Ninth   Street    exit   will   be    a    tremendous    artery  for 
traffic    to   exit    the    freeway   since   we   no   longer  have 
the   Central   Skyway.      The   concern   that    the  Police 
Department   has    is    that    Seventh   Street    and  Eighth 
Street   could,    therefore,    handle   additional  flow, 
much   rather   than  Ninth  Street. 

Thank  you    for   your   consideration   on  this. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank   you,  sir. 

Jay  Ben j  amin . 
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After    Mr.    Benjamin,     Jerry  Clark. 
MR.    BENJAMIN:       Thank  you. 

I    represent   Moss    properties    and   Moss  -- 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Your    name,  sir. 

MR.    BENJAMIN:      Jay  Benjamin. 

--    between   Sixth   and   Seventh   Street,  and 
like    so   many   other   people   here,    we've   noticed  the 
wonderful    change    in   the   neighborhood.      It's  gotten 
a    lot    better,    but    it    has    a    lot    further   to   go,  and 
this    central    location   makes    a    lot    of    sense  because 
of    its    size    and  proximity   to  transportation. 

We   urge   you   approve    it   as  well. 

Thank   you . 

PRESIDENT    LOWENBERG:       Thank  you. 
Jerry   Clark . 

Now,    after   Mr.    Clark,    Kelly  Cullen. 

MR.    CLARK:      Good   afternoon.      My  name's 
Jerry   Clark,    and   I'm   the    spokesperson   for  the 
Natoma   Neighborhood  Association   and   the   Yerba  Buena 
Neighborhood  Council. 

We    see    this   as    something   that's   going  to 
happen,    the   Seventh   and   Mission   Street    site.  We 
were    involved   in   the   Tenth   and   Market    Street  site 
as    well,    and    it    was    a   very    --    and    it    was    a    --  a 
long   running   process    that    the   neighborhood  was 
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The    wind    factor   and   other   things  were 
taken    into   consideration   at    the    time.      Now   we  have 
a    lot    of    support    for    the    Seventh   and   Mission  Street 
site.      We   would    like    to   reiterate    our   position  as 
it   was    then   and    it    is   now,    and   that    is    that  there 
must    be    community  benefits    for   the    --    for  the 
placement    of    a   GSA  building   on   a    site    of    this  size. 

We   have    --   We   have    ideas   about  other 
projects,    but    this   one    seems    the   one    --    this    is  the 
one    that    will    be    funded.      This    is    the    one    that  will 
take   care   of   a   blighted  area. 

We   would   like   to   be    involved   as   any  other 
agencies,    and   we   must   be    involved   from   the  very 
beginning.      We   must    have    that    building   open   and  out 
into    the   publ ic . 

We    can   not    have    it    self-contained.  It 
cannot   be    a   building   like    the    CSAA   building,  the 
other  GSA  buildings.      They  have   to   be   ope."..  They 
have   to   be   accessible    into   the   community.      It  Tar. 
no   longer  be   us    into   the   buildings;    the  buildings 
have   to   come   out    to   us . 
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We   cannot   have    restaurants    in  these 
buildings.      We   cannot   have   other   services    in  t 
buildings    that    could  very   easily  be   run  by 
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neighborhood   people    and    neighborhood  businesses. 

So   we   would    like    to    state    that    from  this 
point,    we   would   like    to   be    involved    in   this  process 
of    the    design,    the    --    the    type   of    services,    the  way 
the   building   will    be    located,    will    appear   to  the 
public,    the   way   that    the    traffic    flow  will  happen. 

We   will    just    to    start    from   now,    and  we'd 
like    to   work   with  you   with   the    redevelopment  and, 
also,    the   community   and   find   the   best   way   that  this 
would  be    a   benefit   to   the   community   and   not  just 
another  high-rise. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Great.      Thank  you, 

sir. 

Kelly  Cullen. 

MR.    CULLEN:      Good  afternoon, 
Commissioners,    Madam  President. 

I   also   support    the   Seventh   and  Mission 
site    for   the   federal   building.      That   will   be  very 
necessary   that   you   do   a   major  project    in   this  part 
of    the   neighborhood   for   the   City   to   make    that  part 
of    South   of   Market    Civic    Center  very  concerned 
about    this   blighted  area. 

I   want    to    say    I    support    it,    but   we've  got 
to    check   on   our   hypothesis    to    support    or   to  oppose. 
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Well,     I    support    it,    but    I    do    have  some 
reservations.      I    don't    want    a    22-story  federal 
building.      I    think    if   we    create    another  federal 
building    like    the   one   we    have,    that  beautiful 
structure    that    creates   wind   that    we    are   not    only  a 
state   building  block   so    that    we    don't    see    it,  that 
is  crazy. 

There    is    enough   land   at    this   place    to  put 
all    those   workers    in   a   low  building   that    could  go 
filling   more    the    space    on   the   block,    rather  than 
straight    up    in   the  air. 

And,  actually,  if  you  go  straight  up  in 
the  air,  I'll  be  back  opposing  it  because  I  don't 
think   that    kind   of    impact    is   what   we   want    to  do. 

I    think   we   have    an   opportunity   to   put  the 
Federal    Building   at    Seventh   and  Mission.      It  works 
a   lot   better    for   transit    because   we   have   BART,  as 
well    as   Muni.      And   as    someone   mentioned,    with  the 
freeway   ramps   disappearing,    other   transit    is  goir.g 
to   be   more   reliable    for   BART,    but   we    can't   build  a 
monolith   high-rise    that    --    that    just    creates  wind 
and   distancing   from   the  community. 

And   as    the   person   from   SOMA   said,    I  want 
to   reiterate,    we    also   would   like    to   work   with  you 
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designing    it,    work   with    federal  government 
designing    it    so   we    can   create    a  relationship 
between    that    building   and   the   neighborhood,  because 
it    is    not    going   to   be    safe    at    night.      It    may  be 
safe    in   the    day,    but,    you   know,    a    lot    of    us,    if  you 
take    the    bus   back   from   the    airport,    you   have  to 
walk   down   that    street    at    night,    and   that's  when 
it's    been   unsafe   mainly.      And    it   will   be    just  as 
unsafe    at    night   with   a   Federal    Building   vacant  that 
creates    a   wall    of    isolation   and   a   dark  corridor. 
We've   got    to    figure   out    ways    to   make    it  relational. 

So   thank   you   very  much,    and    I    hope  you'll 
approve    i  t . 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:      Thank   you  very 

much  . 

I    have   no   other   speaker   cards.      Are  there 
any   other   members   of    the   public   who   would   like  to 
comment    on   this    EIS/EIR  draft? 

Not    seeing   any,    at    this    time,    I  would 
like    to   close    the   public  testimony. 

Commissioners,  questions  from  staff  or 
comments    regarding  this? 

PLANNING  COMMISSIONER  LEVINE :  Yes,  in 
the  item  4.1  --  4.12(A)-3,  it's  --  it  deals  with 
transit    impacts,    there    is    a    --    there    is  a 
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conclusion  that  there  is  less  of  an  significant 
impact  from  the  --  from  the  addition  of  several 
thousand   new   persons    in    this  area. 

The    Commission   transit   planners    have  a 
very   different    conclusion   that    they've  reached 
regarding   the    site,    and   it's    their   opinion   that  -- 
that    there    is    in   fact    a   very   significant    impact  on 
transit    and   that    they  would    like    to    find   some  ways 
to   require   mitigation  measures    related   to  the 
impacts    that    this   will  create. 

One   of    the   things    that   probably  would  be 
useful    is    --    as   John   Elbering   said    in  relation 
to    --    to   parking,    that   we   might   want    to    think  about 
a   thorough   transit   analysis   here  involved. 

Regarding   the   transit    impact,    if  this 
were    a   private   project,    the    transit  impact 
development    fee   ordinance   would   require   payment  to 
the   City   to  mitigate   the  impacts. 

As   a    federal   project,    we   can't  require 
it,    but   we   might   want    to    look    at   possibly  some 
other   in   lieu  payments    to   find   some   ways  to 
research   the   mitigation  measures. 

Thank  you . 

PRESIDENT   LOWENBERG:  Commissioners? 
Anyone  else? 
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Okay.  At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  mak 
a  resolution  to  conclude  this  meeting  --  a  motion, 
I'm   sorry,    a   motion    to  adjourn. 


COMMISSIONER   MILLS:       So  moved. 
COMMISSIONER    CHINCHILLA:  Seconded. 
PRESIDENT    LOWENBERG:      All    those    in  favor 
( Aye  s .  ) 

PRESIDENT    LOWENBERG:       Thank  you. 
WHEREUPON,    at    2:30   p.m.,    the   hearing  was 


ad j  ourned . 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 


Commenior:  General  comments  in  support  of  the  Seventh  and  mission  Alternative: 
13-la  Lou  Batmale,  Bay  Area  Car  Rental  and  Truck  Rental,  pp.  16-17 
13-lb  Carolyn  Diamond,  Executive  Director  of  the  Market  Street  Association,  pp.  18-19 
13-lc  Jonathan  Gould,  Holiday  Inn,  Civic  Center,  p.  19 

13-ld  Amelita  Pascual,  Executive  Director  of  the  South  of  Market  Foundation,  pp.  20-21 

13-le  Marty  Cerles,  Reneson  Hotel  Group,  pp.  22-23 

13-lf  Norman  Onaga,  General  Manager,  Reneson  Hotel  Group,  pp.  26-27 

13-lg  Arlene  Flynn,  President  of  the  Reneson  Hotel  Group,  pp.  27-28 

13-lh  Elvia  Santos,  Cafe  Do  Brasil,  pp.  29 

13-li   Anna  Yee,  SOMPSC,  pp.  30-31 

13-lj   John  Elbering,  Executive  Vice  President  of  G.P.  Todco,  Inc.,  pp.  31-32 
13-lk  Steve  Raymond,  Renoir  Hotel,  pp.  33-34 

13-11   Nathaniel  Berkowitz,  UN  Plaza/Mid  Market  Street  Associates,  p.  36 
13-lm  Mark  Rennie,  SOMA  Foundation  and  South  of  Market  Business  Assoc.,  pp.  39-40 
13-ln  Lt.  Stephen  Tacchini,  S.F.  Police  Department,  Southern  Police  District,  pp.  40-41 
13-lo  Jay  Benjamin,  Moss  Properties,  pp.  42 

13-lp  Jerry  Clark,  Natoma  Neighborhood  Assoc./Yerba  Buena  Neighborhood  Council,  pp. 
42-43 

13-lq  Kelly  Cullen,  St.  Bonifice,  pp.  44-45 

13-1  Comments  13-la  to  13-lq  all  express  similar  comments  voicing  support  for  the  Seventh 
and  Mission  Alternative.  Most  of  the  speakers,  as  business  owners  in  proximity  to  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative  Site,  identified  economic  factors,  community 
revitalization,  wind,  transportation  access  and  safety  as  a  basis  for  their  support.  A  strong 
Citizens  Advisory  committee  is  advocated.  These  comments  do  not  raise  environmental 
issues  in  relation  to  the  EIS/EIR,  and  therefore  no  response  is  required.  The  comments 
are  noted  for  the  decision  maker's  information  and  consideration.  Specific  comments  that 
did  raise  environmental  issues  or  issues  addressing  the  content  of  the  EIS/EIR  are  set  forth 
below. 

Commentor:  Jim  Haas,  Civic  Pride  Group  at  Civic  Center,  p.  23-26 

13-2  Commentor  states  that  the  discussion  of  the  Seventh  and  Mission  alternative  in  the  Land 
Use  Consistency  section  of  the  EISNEIR  did  not  adequately  describe  the  benefits  a  Federal 
Building  would  bring  to  the  court  system,  the  Civic  Center,  residents,  and  government 
workers,  as  noted  in  the  Planning  Department's  Draft  Civic  Center  Study  (October  1994). 
He  expresses  the  opinion  that  the  building  could  link  the  Civic  Center  with  the  Court  of 
Appeals  building  and  would  improve  the  conditions  of  the  area,  and  notes  a  historic 
connection  between  this  site  and  the  City's  government  center,  particularly  as  the  former 
City  Hall  had  been  located  nearby. 

Response.  The  EIS/EIR  focused  its  land  use  analysis  and  socioeconomic  analysis  on  the 
impacts  to  the  immediate  area,  especially  in  regard  to  residents.  It  is  true  that  the  project 
would  enhance  the  area  of  the  project  site  as  discussed  in  the  Civic  Center  Study.  The 
commentor  is  correct  in  pointing  out  that  the  Draft  Civic  Center  study  at  page  143 
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12.0  Response  to  Comments 

encourages  the  use  of  the  former  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  site  for  uses  such  as  proposed 
in  this  EIS/EIR.  The  text  of  the  EIS/EIR  at  page  3.7-13  has  been  modified  to  include  this 
policy  and  associated  discussion.  The  policy  states:  "9.  Encourage  new  mixed  use 
developments  on  large  vacant  parcels  such  as  the  former  Greyhound  Bus  Terminal  site  and 
the  Trinity  Plaza  parking  lots."  These  planning  considerations  do  not  change  the 
conclusions  of  the  EIS/EIR. 

13-3  Commentor  expresses  the  opinion  that  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  offers  greater 
convenience  to  public  transit  and  would  encourage  more  transit  use  than  the  Tenth  and 
Market  site. 

Response.  The  possibility  that  more  Federal  Building  users  would  use  public  transit  if  the 
building  was  located  at  Seventh  and  Mission  would  be  an  additional  environmental  benefit 
of  that  alternative  and  is  noted  for  consideration  by  the  decision  makers.  Even  with  the 
conservative  transit  ridership  estimates  of  the  EIS\EIR,  the  Transportation  section  of  the 
EIS\EIR  found  that  neither  the  Seventh  and  Mission  nor  the  Tenth  and  Market  alternative 
would  result  in  significant  traffic  or  transit  impacts  (see  pages  4.12-6  to  4.12-8  and  4.12- 
18  to  4.12-20).  Further,  the  data  does  not  suggest  a  significant  difference  in  ridership 
between  the  two  sites. 

13-4  Commentor  states  that  identification  of  100  Larkin  Street  as  containing  a  parking  lot  is 
incorrect.  That  is  the  current  location  of  the  new  main  library. 

Response.  Table  3.12-2  (page  3.12-12)  has  been  revised  to  reflect  this  correction.  The 
correction  does  not  change  the  conclusion  of  the  EIS/EIR. 

Commentor:  John  Elbering,  Executive  Vice  President  of  G.P.  Todco,  Inc.,  pp.  31-34 

13-5  Commentor  requests  that  the  EIS/EIR  address  the  loss  of  parking  in  the  area  due  to 
increased  development.  He  also  notes  that  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  is  superior  to 
Tenth  and  Market  because  the  latter  has  access  to  only  MUNI  while  the  former  has  access 
to  both  BART  and  MUNI. 

Response.  A  lack  of  parking  for  a  project  is  not  considered  a  significant  environmental 
impact  because  the  City  of  San  Francisco  encourages  the  use  of  public  transit  (both  sites 
are  within  2  blocks  of  BART/MUNI  stations).  Further,  for  the  C-3  District,  in  which  this 
project  is  located,  parking  is  not  required  for  office  use  and  is,  in  fact,  discouraged. 
Objective  2,  Policy  6  of  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  Master  Plan 
states:  "Provide  incentives  for  the  use  of  transit,  carpools  and  vanpools,  and  reduce  the 
need  for  new  or  expanded  automobile  and  automobile  parking  facilities."  Less  traffic  due 
to  fewer  parking  spaces  would  cause  less  impact  than  increased  traffic  including  vehicles 
attracted  to  area  parking.  The  impacts  of  vehicles  searching  for  parking  tend  to  be 
dispersed  and  are  difficult  to  quantify  with  precision.  Parking  impacts  were  analyzed  in 
the  EISVEIR  (see  section  4.12  pages  4.12-8  to  10  and  4.12-18).  The  EIS/EIR  did  review 
City  documents  to  ascertain  the  availability  of  parking  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project 
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alternative  sites,  and  determined  that  for  both  sites  project  parking  demand  could  be 
accommodated  in  the  project  area.  Further,  the  project's  objective  is  to  bring  Federal 
Agencies  currently  operating  in  the  City  together  in  one  building.  Therefore,  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  proposed  project,  it  would  not  result  in  a  substantial  contribution  to 
cumulative  parking  demand.  There  will  be  an  increase  in  demand  in  the  near  vicinity  of 
the  project,  though,  again,  the  City  does  not  consider  this  to  constitute  a  significant 
impact. 

While  the  Seventh  and  Mission  site  may  have  more  convenient  access  to  public  transit, 
both  sites  are  within  2  blocks  of  BART/MUNI  stations. 

13-6  Commentor  requests  that  a  full  10-year  analysis  of  cumulative  parking  demands  be 
discussed  in  the  EIS/EIR,  including  all  foreseeable  development  in  the  south  of  Market 
from  Sixth  Street  to  South  Van  Ness,  from  Market  Street  to  the  freeway  that  factors  in 
the  impacts  of  this  project  and  other  foreseeable  loss  of  parking  to  development  in  the 
area.  Further,  he  notes  the  analysis  will  document  the  need  for  a  new  parking  structure  in 
the  mid-Market  district. 

Response.  The  EIS/EIR  did  address  the  need  for  area-wide  parking  (pages  4.12-8  to 
4.12-10  and  4. 12-18)  concluding  that  parking  demand  at  both  sites  could  be  met  by  nearby 
facilities.  An  analysis  of  parking  as  described  by  the  commentor  is  beyond  the  scope  of  a 
single  project  environmental  review  and  it  relates  to  as  yet  unknown  and  speculative 
development  in  the  area.  Most  single  project  analysis  in  the  city  is  for  a  two  block  radius. 

The  South  of  Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment  EIR  did  include  a  broader  parking 
demand  analysis  (the  boundaries  of  which  are  similar  to  those  mentioned  by  the 
commentor;  the  Traffic  Study  for  the  South  Of  Market  Redevelopment  Plan  Amendment 
in  the  City  of  San  Francisco,  Kaku  Associates).  The  latter  was  an  EIR  for  a  plan  covering 
a  broader  area  than  the  subject  study.  This  plan  EIR  encompassed  the  area  bounded 
generally  by  Stevenson,  Mission  and  Natoma  on  the  north,  Harrison  Street  on  the  south, 
Fourth  and  fifth  Streets  on  the  east  and  Seventh  and  Russ  Streets  on  the  west.  Thus,  its 
analysis  provides  information  about  the  near  project  vicinity  for  the  Federal  Building. 
Information  included  existing  and  proposed  uses  in  the  plan  area,  displaced  public  parking, 
demand  and  parking  requirements,  and  parking  supply  versus  demand  and  requirements 
Its  analysis  is  not  directly  applicable  or  transferable  to  the  environmental  analysis  for  the 
Federal  Building  but  is  offered  for  informational  purposes. 

Stan  Panovich,  Oddfellows  Building,  pp.  34-35 

13-7  Commentor  notes  that  the  access  to  public  transit  is  more  convenient  at  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  site  than  at  the  Tenth  and  Market  site,  especially  for  people  with  disabilities. 

Response.  The  comments  regarding  the  better  access  to  transit  at  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  site,  though  qualitative,  are  generally  correct.  This  is  a  benefit  to  the  project  at 
the  Seventh  and  Mission  site,  and  would  reduce  inconvenience  to  those  traveling  to  the 
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building.  There  is  no  evidence  that  this  would  substantially  affect  the  level  of  MUNI 
ridership,  and  therefore  would  not  change  the  conclusion  of  no  significant  transit  impacts. 
The  comment  is  noted  for  consideration  of  the  decision  makers. 

Commentor:  Sue  Hestor,  pp.  37-39 

13-8  Commentor  raises  a  number  of  issues  and  requests  a  more  detailed  concept  plan  for  the 
Seventh  and  Mission  Alternative.  These  issues  fall  within  her  more  extensive  written 
discussion  contained  in  letter  1 1 .  Commentor  also  expresses  support  for  the  Seventh  and 
Mission  Alternative. 

Response.  Please  refer  to  the  responses  under  Letter  1 1 . 

Commentor:  Lt.  Stephen  Tacchini,  San  Francisco  Police  Department,  p.  41 

13-9  Commentor  raises  a  concern  regarding  the  changes  resulting  from  tearing  down  the 
Central  Freeway,  with  Ninth  Street  becoming  an  important  artery  since  the  City  will  no 
longer  have  the  central  skyway.  He  also  states  that  the  department's  opinion  is  that 
Seventh  and  Eighth  streets  could  handle  the  additional  flow,  more  so  than  Ninth  Street. 

Response.  The  comments  are  acknowledged  and  provided  for  consideration  by  the 
decision  makers.  Please  also  see  the  response  to  comment  2-1,  regarding  closure  of  the 
Central  Freeway  and  the  resulting  conditions. 

Commentor:  Jerry  Clark,  Natoma  Neighborhood  Association,  Yerba  Buena  Neighborhood 
Council,  pp.  43-44 

13-10  Commentor  states  that  the  building  needs  to  be  open  and  accessible  to  the  public,  with  the 
inclusion  of  local  businesses  and  asks  that  his  organization  be  included  in  the  process. 

Response.  Page  2-4  of  the  EIS/EIR  states  under  Project  Characteristics:  "Since  the 
building  would  be  shared  by  several  Federal  tenants,  approximately  20,000  square  feet  are 
reserved  for  uses  that  would  serve  all  occupants.  These  uses  might  include  food  service, 
conference/training  rooms,  exercise  and  day  care  facilities.  .  ..  Another  6,000  square  feet 
are  reserved  for  cooperative  uses  intended  to  serve  the  community  and  enhance  pedestrian 
activities.  Examples  of  possible  uses  include  retail  space,  educational,  recreational  and/or 
cultural  facilities."  As  discussed  in  response  11-8,  the  community  will  have  opportunities 
to  review  and  comment  on  the  design  of  the  project. 

Commentor:  Kelly  Cullen,  St.  Bonifice,  pp.  44-46 

13-11  Commentor  supports  development  at  Seventh  and  Mission  and  expresses  a  detailed 
opinion  that  supports  the  development  of  a  lower  structure  (not  a  high  rise,  in  part,  for 
wind  reasons)  and  one  that  stands  in  good  relationship  to  the  community  (to  improve  the 
community  and  foster  security  by  not  enhancing  the  potential  for  crime). 
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Response.  The  design  for  the  building  has  not  yet  commenced.  GSA  will  hold  public 
meetings  to  discuss  design  and  gather  public  input.  See  response  to  comment  1 1-5  which 
describes  the  design  process.  The  comments  made  here  are  duly  noted  for  the  decision 
makers. 

Commentor:  Gerry  Levine,  Planning  Commissioner,  pp.  46-47 

13-12  Commentor  states  opinion  that  the  proposed  Federal  Building  will  result  in  a  significant 
impact  on  transit  services,  that  "we  might  want  to  think  about  a  thorough  transit  analysis", 
and  that  mitigation  measures  including  in  lieu  payments  should  be  considered. 

Response.  The  comments  expressed  are  duly  noted.  Similar  comments  were  expressed  in 
the  MUNI  letter  number  1  (comments  1-2  and  1-3).  Please  refer  to  the  response  to  those 
comments.  The  EIS/EIR  did  an  analysis  of  transit  impacts.  This  is  described  on  pages 
4.12-7  to  4.12-9,  and  4. 12-15  to  4. 12-16  in  the  FEIS/EIR,  respectively.  Based  on  this 
analysis,  the  EIS/EIR  preparers  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant 
impact  related  to  transit  at  either  site. 
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LETTER  FROM 
STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER  (SHPO) 
TO  THE  U.S.  GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION, 
DATED  SEPTEMBER  30,  1996 
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SUE  OF  CALIFORNIA -THE  RESOURCES  AGENCY  PETE  WILSON  Go 

_  1 

C:FICE  OF  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 
c:partment  of  parks  and  RECREATION 

P  >.  BOX  942896 
S2RAMENTO  94296-0001 
VS5)  653-6624 
F<:  (916)  653-9824 

September  30,  1996 

GSA960415A 

Joan  Byrens, 

Regional  Historic  Preservation  Officer 
General  Services  Administration,  Region  9 
4  50  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
SAN  FRANCISCO     CA  94102-3400 

Re:     Construction  of  a  New  Federal  Building  in  the  Civic  Center 
Area  of  San  Francisco,   San  Francisco  County. 

Dear  Ms.  Byrens: 

This  letter  is  a  response  to  recent  telephone  conversations 
conducted  between  yourself  and  staff  historian  Clarence  Caesar  of 
our  office  regarding  the  proposed  construction  of  a  new  federal 
building  in  the  Civic  Center  Area  of  San  Francisco,  San  Francisco 
County.     The  project  will  involve  the  construction  of  a  building 
with  approximately  675,000  square  feet  of  building  space  and  161 
onsite  parking  spaces.     The  building  is  to  be  built  on  land 
donated  to  the  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  by  the  City 
of  San  Francisco.     Two  sites  are  being  considered  as  sites  for 
the  new  building:     a  half  of  a  block  bordered  by  Tenth,  Market, 
Mission,  and  Eleventh  Streets,  and;  a  half  block  bounded  by 
Market,  Mission,  Seventh,  and  Eighth  Streets.     No  formal  decision 
on  the  preferred  site  for  the  building  has  been  made  by  GSA. 

In  our  letter  of  June  3,   1993,  we  agreed  with  your  assessment 
that  the  Area  of  Potential  Effect  (APE)  was  adequately  described 
in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/ Environmental  Impact 
Report  (DEIS/EIR) .     We  also  agreed  that  the  identification  of 
historic  and  archeological  properties  within  the  project  APE  was 
adequate  pursuant  to  36  CFR  800.4.     You  are  seeking  our  comments 
on  your  determination  on  the  eligibility  of  two  properties 
identified  and  evaluated  in  the  APE  for  inclusion  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  (NRHP)   in  accordance  with  3  6  CFR  800, 
regulations  implementing  Section  106  of  the  National  Historic 
Preservation  Act.     These  properties  are: 

o    Odeon  Hotel,  36-52  Seventh  Street,  San  Francisco 

o    Hotel  St.  Raphael,   56-60  Seventh  Street,   San  Francisco 

Our  review  of  the  submitted  documentation  leads  us  to  concur 
with  your  determination  that  neither  of  the  aforementioned 
properties  is  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  NRHP  under  any  of  the 
criteria  established  by  36  CFR  60.4.     Neither  of  the  structures 
has  strong  associations  with  historic  events  or  persons,  nor  are 
they  architecturally  significant. 


Thank  you  for  seeking  our  comments  on  your  project.     If  you 
have  any  questions,  please  contact  staff  historian  Clarence 
Caesar  at   (916)  653-8902. 


dell 

of  Historic  Preservation 


MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN  ACHP,  SHPO,  AND  GSA 
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MEMORANDUM  OF  AGREEMENT 
REGARDING  THE  NEW  SAN  FRANCISCO  FEDER\L  BUILDING 


WHEREAS,  General  Services  Administration  (GSA)  proposes  to  design  and  construct  a  new 
San  Francisco  Federal  Building  (SFFB)  on  a  site  in  San  Francisco  located  on  the  southeast  corner 
of  a  block  bounded  by  Market  Street  on  the  northwest,  Seventh  Street  on  the  northeast,  Mission 
Street  on  the  southeast  and  Eighth  Street  on  the  southwest;  and 

WHEREAS,  design  and  construction  of  the  proposed  new  building  has  the  potential  to  have  an 
effect  on  the  nearby  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  (National  Register)  property  known 
historically  as  the  United  States  Post  Office  and  Court  House  and  the  National  Register  District 
known  as  the  Market  Street  Theatre  and  Loft  District;  and 

WHEREAS,  excavation  of  the  site  and  construction  of  the  proposed  new  federal  building  have 
the  potential  to  effect  archeological  resources;  and 

WHEREAS,  GSA  has  consulted  with  the  California  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  (SHPO) 
and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (the  Council)  in  accordance  with  Section  106 
of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act,  16  U.S.C.470  (the  Act)  and  its  implementing 
regulations  (36  CFR  Part  800); 

NOW  THEREFORE,  GSA,  the  SHPO,  and  the  Council  mutually  agree  that  the  design  and 
construction  of  the  new  San  Francisco  Federal  Building  construction  project  will  be 
implemented  in  accordance  with  the  following  stipulations  in  order  to  take  into  account  the 
effect  of  the  project  on  historic  properties. 

Stipulations 

The  GSA  will  ensure  that  the  following  stipulations  are  implemented: 
I.  Architectural  Design 

1 .  GSA  shall  ensure  that  the  project  design  for  the  SFFB  construction  is  compatible  with  the 
historic  and  architectural  qualities  of  the  United  States  Post  Office  and  Court  House  and  the 
Market  Street  Theatre  and  Loft  District  in  terms  of  scale,  massing,  color  and  materials,  and  is 
responsive  to  the  recommended  approaches  for  new  construction  set  forth  in  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  Although  the  design  for  the  new  construction  will  be 
responsive  to  the  historic  properties,  it  will  clearly  reflect  contemporary  architectural  style 

2.  GSA  shall  ensure  that  the  SHPO  and  the  Council  are  afforded  the  opportunity  to  review 
the  final  design  concepts  package  including  photographs  of  any  model  of  the  proposed  SFFB 
The  S^iPO  and  Council  may  request  from  GSA  an  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on 
additional  plans  and  specifications  and  GSA  shall  honor  any  such  request.  Alternatively,  GSA 
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may  request  that  the  SHPO  and  the  Council  review  and  comment  on  additional  design,  plans  and 
specifications.  Failure  of  the  SHPO  or  the  Council  to  respond  within  30  days  after  receipt  of  any 
design,  plans  and  specifications  shall  not  preclude  GSA  from  implementing  such  design,  plans 
and  specifications.  Should  the  SFIPO  or  the  Council  respond  within  this  time  period,  GSA  shall 
take  the  comments  of  the  SFIPO  and  the  Council  into  account  before  proceeding  with  the  next 
level  of  planned  development. 

3.  GSA  shall  notify  the  SFIPO  and  the  Council  in  a  timely  fashion  whenever  modifications 
to  exterior  finishes,  materials,  scale,  and  massing  as  presented  in  the  design  concepts  package, 
and  already  reviewed  by  the  SFIPO  and  the  Council,  are  proposed.  Failure  of  the  SFIPO  or  the 
Council  to  respond  within  30  days  after  receipt  of  a  notification  documenting  modifications  shall 
not  preclude  GSA  from  implementing  such  modifications.  Should  the  SFIPO  or  the  Council 
respond  within  this  time  period,  GSA  shall  take  the  comments  of  the  SFIPO  and  the  Council  into 
account  in  deciding  whether  to  proceed  with  the  proposed  modifications. 

In  order  to  avoid  inadvisable  construction  delays  or  other  circumstances  that  could 
unreasonably  escalate  the  cost  of  the  undertaking,  it  is  agreed  that  this  stipulation  shall  be 
exempt  from  the  provision  of  stipulation  12,  below. 

II.  Archeological  Resources 

4.  Prior  to  start  of  construction  of  the  SFFB,  GSA  will  undertake  a  program  of  archeological 
testing  to  determine  the  potential  for  the  presence  of  any  prehistoric/protohistoric  and/or  historic 
period  cultural  resources  on  the  site.  If  such  subsurface  cultural  resources  are  identified,  the 
archeological  testing  program  would  ascertain  the  age,  areal  parameters,  cultural  characteristics, 
stratigraphic  integrity  and  historical  associations  of  the  resources  and  assess  the  significance  of 
the  cultural  resources  within  the  project  area  under  the  criteria  set  forth  in  36  CFR  60.4.  The 
archeological  testing  and  evaluation  would  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendations  of  the  Archival  Study  prepared  by  Archeo-Tec,  Inc.  and  dated  July  13,  1995 
GSA  will  examine  the  information  from  testing  and  will  provide  determinations  of  eligibility  for 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  to  the  SHPO.  The  SHPO  shall  have  30  days  after  receipt 
of  the  documentation  to  comment.  GSA  will  assume  concurrence  if  the  SHPO  fails  to  respond 
within  30  days  after  receipt  of  the  determination. 

5.  Before  start  of  construction  excavation  activities  on  the  site,  GSA  will  ensure  that  any 
cultural  resources  identified  as  eligible  for  the  National  Register  as  a  result  of  the  archeological 
testing  program,  will  be  treated  in  accordance  with  a  data  recovery  plan  prepared  in  consultation 
with  the  SFIPO  and  the  Council.  The  plan  shall  be  consistent  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  and  Guidelines  for  Archeological  Documentation  (48  FR  44734-37). 
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a.  The  Data  Recovery  Plan  (DRP)  at  a  minimum  shail  specify: 

1.  )  the  portion  of  the  property  where  the  data  recovery  is  to  be  earned  out; 

2.  )  any  portion  of  the  property  that  will  be  destroyed  without  data  recovery; 

3.  )  the  research  questions  that  will  be  addressed  through  the  data  recovery  with 
the  explanation  of  their  relevance  and  importance; 

4.  )  the  field  and  laboratory  analysis  methods  to  be  used  with  an  explanation  of 
their  relevance  and  importance; 

5.  )  the  methods  to  be  used  in  analysis,  data  management  and  dissemination  of 
data,  including  a  schedule; 

6.  )  the  proposed  disposition  of  recovered  materials  and  records; 

7.  )  proposed  methods  by  which  local  Native  Americans  will  be  kept  informed  of 
the  work  and  will  be  afforded  the  opportunity  to  participate; 

8.  )  the  methods  for  involving  the  interested  public  in  the  data  recovery; 

9.  )  the  methods  for  disseminating  results  of  the  work  to  the  interested  public; 

10.  )  the  methods  for  evaluation  and  creating  discoveries  of  newly  identified 
cultural  resources. 

b.  GSA  shall  submit  the  draft  DRP  to  the  SHPO  for  review.  The  SHPO  will  have  30 
calendar  days  following  receipt  to  comment  on  the  draft  DRP.  Unless  the  SHPO  objects 
to  the  DRP  within  this  time  period,  GSA  shall  ensure  that  the  DRP  is  implemented. 

c.  Any  SHPO  objection  to  the  DRP  shall,  in  writing,  identify  the  nature  of  and  state  the 
reasons  for  the  objection.  Upon  receipt  of  a  written  objection,  GSA  shall  consult  with 
the  SHPO  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  10  calendar  days  to  resolve  the  objection.  If  the 
objection  cannot  be  resolved  within  this  time  period,  GSA  shall  consult  with  the  Council 
in  accordance  with  stipulation  12  of  this  document. 

6.  During  construction  excavation,  periodic  archeological  monitoring  will  be  performed 
under  the  supervision  of  an  individual  meeting,  at  a  minimum,  the  professional  qualification 
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standards  for  archeology  set  forth  in  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  and  Guidelines  for 
Archeology  and  Historic  Preservation  (48  FR  44739). 

7.  If,  during  the  course  of  excavation  and  construction,  any  unexpected  deposits  of  cultural 
materials  of  potential  significance  are  encountered,  all  earthmoving  activity  in  the  area  of  impact 
shall  cease  immediately  until  the  monitoring  archeologist  shall  be  given  an  opportunity  to 
examine  the  findings  and  assess  their  significance.  If  the  archeologist  performing  the  monitoring 
believes  that  a  major  discovery  has  been  made,  the  archeologist  will  so  notify  GSA  and  request 
that  the  work  be  delayed  in  the  vicinity  of  the  discovery  for  the  minimum  time  necessary  to 
recover  data  from  the  discovery.  GSA  will  determine  whether  and  for  how  long  work  will  be 
delayed. 

8.  Monitoring  will  be  performed  expeditiously,  in  such  a  way  as  to  minimize  project  delay. 
Project  delays  will  be  authorized  only  in  the  event  of  a  major  discovery.  For  purposes  of  this 
undertaking  "major  discovery"  means: 

a.  an  unusual,  unexpected  artifact,  feature,  or  complex  of  artifacts  and  features  unlike 
those.documented  in  any  data  recovery  report,  and  of  apparent  great  significance  to 
archeological  research  or  public  interpretation;  or 

b.  human  skeletal  remains;  or 

c.  a  Native  American  cultural  item  requiring  compliance  with  Section  3  (d)  of  the  Native 
American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act;  or 

d.  a  feature  or  complex  of  features  whose  study  can  very  significantly  contribute  to 
elucidating  one  or  more  of  the  research  topics  addressed  in  any  data  recovery  report 
prepared  for  this  project. 

9.  The  purpose  of  the  archeological  monitoring  is  to  collect  useful  information  that  may 
have  been  missed  during  any  data  recovery;  it  is  not  the  purpose  of  the  monitoring  simply  to 
collect  artifacts  which  will  require  curation.  Therefore,  the  archeologist  will  minimize  the 
collection  of  artifacts  and  other  material  remains  (e.g.  faunal  remains)  in  general.  During 
monitoring  these  rules  will  be  followed: 

a.  Artifacts  and  other  material  remains  whose  study  is  likely  to  be  redundant  with  that 
produced  by  any  data  recovery  already  performed  will  not  be  retained  for  curation. 
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b.  Such  artifacts  and  other  remains  may  be  temporarily  retained  for  in-field  description 
and  analysis.  Such  artifacts  will  not  be  curated  as  part  of  the  archeological  collections. 
GSA  will  determine  the  final  disposition  of  these  materials. 

c.  Those  artifacts  and  other  material  remains  whose  study  has  the  potential  to  provide 
significant  new  insights  into  one  or  more  of  the  research  topics  addressed  in  any  data 
recovery  report  shall  be  recovered  for  analysis  and  curation. 

10.  GSA  shall  ensure  that  all  materials  and  records  resulting  from  the  implementation  of  this 
agreement  will  be  curated  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Part  79.  Materials  to  be  returned  to  their 
owners,  or  those  items  subject  to  repatriation  under  the  Native  American  Graves  Protection  and 
Repatriation  Act  (PL  10 1-60 1)  (NAGPRA),  shall  be  maintained  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Part 
79  until  any  specified  analyses,  as  determined  following  consultation  with  the  appropriate  Indian 
Tribes  and  individuals  for  NAGPRA  items,  are  completed  and  they  are  returned. 

1 1 .  GSA  shall  ensure  that  any  human  remains  encountered  during  the  course  of  this 
undertaking  are  treated  in  a  respectful  manner.  No  construction  activities  will  be  allowed  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  discovery  until  a  Notice  to  Proceed  is  provided  by  GSA.  A  reasonable  and  good- 
faith  effort  shall  be  made  to  identify  the  appropriate  Native  American  tribe(s),  or  group(s), 
related  to  the  human  remains,  and  consult  with  them  concerning  the  treatment  of  remains. 

If  human  remains  are  encountered  prior  to  GSA  gaining  title  to  the  land,  GSA  shall 
ensure,  in  consultation  with  the  SHPO,  that  they  are  treated  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
all  applicable  State  laws. 

If  human  remains  or  "cultural  items"  as  defined  by  NAGPRA,  are  encountered  after  GSA 
gains  title  to  the  land,  then  GSA  shall  consult  with  Native  Americans,  or  other  groups  related  to 
the  remains  and/or  items,  to  determine  treatment  and  disposition  measures  consistent  with 
applicable  Federal  law. 

III.  General  Provisions 

12.  Should  the  SHPO  or  the  Council  object  within  30  days  to  any  actions  proposed  by  GSA 
pursuant  to  this  MO  A,  GSA  shall  consult  with  the  objecting  party  to  resolve  the  objection.  If 
GSA  determines  that  the  objection  cannot  be  resolved,  GSA  shall  forward  all  documentation 
relevant  to  the  dispute  to  the  Council.  Within  30  days  after  receipt  of  all  pertinent 
documentation,  the  Council  will  either: 
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a.  provide  GSA  with  recommendations,  which  the  GSA  will  take  into  account  in 
reaching  a  final  decision  regarding  the  dispute;  or 

b.  notify  GSA  that  it  will  comment  pursuant  to  36  CFR  800.6(b),  and  proceed  to 
comment.  Any  Council  comment  provided  in  response  to  such  a  request  will  be  taken 
into  account  by  GSA  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  800.6(c)(2)  with  reference  to  the 
subject  of  the  dispute. 

Any  recommendation  or  comment  provided  by  the  Council  will  be  understood  to  pertain  only  to 
the  subject  of  the  dispute;  GSA's  responsibility  to  carry  out  all  actions  under  this  agreement  that 
are  not  the  subjects  of  the  dispute  will  remain  unchanged. 

13.  At  any  time  during  the  implementation  of  the  measures  stipulated  in  this  MO  A,  should  an 
objection  to  any  such  measure  or  its  manner  or  implementation  be  raised  by  a  member  of  the 
public,  GSA  shall  take  the  objection  into  account  and  consult  as  needed  with  the  objecting  party  r 
the  SHPO  and  the  Council  to  resolve  the  objection. 

14.  Any  party  to  this  MOA  may  request  that  it  be  amended,  whereupon  the  parties  will 
consult  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  Part  800  to  consider  such  amendment. 

15.  Failure  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  this  MOA  requires  that  GSA  again  request  the  Council's 
comments  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  800.  If  GSA  cannot  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  MOA,  it 
will  not  take  or  sanction  any  action  or  make  any  irreversible  commitment  that  would  result  in  an 
adverse  effect  to  a  historic  property  or  that  would  foreclose  the  Council's  consideration  of 
modifications  or  alternatives  to  the  undertaking  prior  to  consultation  with  the  Council. 

Execution  of  this  Memorandum  of  Agreement  and  implementation  of  its  terms  evidence  that  the 
GSA  has  afforded  the  Council  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  construction  of  the  San 
Francisco  Federal  Building  and  its  effects  on  historic  properties,  and  that  GSA  has  taken  into 
account  the  effects  of  the  undertaking  on  historic  properties. 
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GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION 


DATE: 


.  WEL&i/R.,  ASSISTANT  REGIONAL  ADMINISTRATOR 


STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 


DATE: 


HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  01 


THE  ADVISORY  COUNCIL  ON  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION 


DATE: 


JOHN  M.  FOWLER,  ACTING  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
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Ground  Shaking  Intensity,  Magnitude  7.1  earthquake  on  the  Peninsula  segment  of  the  San  Andreas  fault 


*_ . 

i.. 
k. 
i . 

*  _ 

k- 

%- 
h- 
k  - 

%r  - 

t  - 
t  ■ 

e  - 

t 

t 

* 

f 

c 

t 

f 

;  - 
9 


Draft  for  Citizen  Roview 


SHAKING  INTENSITY 

Northern  Hayward 
Earthquake 

Peninsula  Segment 
Magnitude  =  7.1 
Modified  Mercaili 
ntensity 
Damage  Level 

Extreme 
Heavy 
Moderate 
Nonstructural 
Objects  Fail 
Pictures  Move 


Source:  ABAG.  1995 
On  Shaky  Ground 
The  map  is  intended  for 
planning  only.  Intensities 
may  be  incorrect  by  one 
unit  higher  or  lower. 
Current  version  of  map 
available  on  Internet  http-J/ 
www.abag.ca.gov 


Map  3 

Ground  Shaking  Intensity,  Magnitude  7.1  earthquake  on  the  Northern  segment  of  the  Hayward  fault 
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ACRONYMS 


AB  939  Assembly  Bill  939 

ABAG  Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 

APE  Area  of  Potential  Effect 

AQMP  Air  Quality  Management  Plan 

ARB  Air  Resources  Board 

BAAQMD  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 

BAGT  Best  Available  Control  Technology 

BART  Bay  Area  Rapid  Transit 

BBI  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 

BTEX  Benzene,  Toluene,  Ethylbenzene  and  Total  Xylenes 

CAL/OSHA  California  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Agency 

CAP  Clean  Air  Plan 

CAQS  California  Air  Quality  Standards 

CBA  Central  Business  Area 

CBD  Central  Business  District 

CCAA  California  Clear  Air  Act 

CEQ  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

CEQA  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 

CNDDB  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  National 

Diversity  Data  Base 

CNEL  Community  Noise  Equivalent  Level 

CO  Carbon  Monoxide 

CPUC  California  Public  Utilities  Commission 

dB  Decibels 

dBA  A  weighted  sound  level 

DEIS/EIR  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement/Environmental  Impact  Report 

DNL  Day  Night  Average  Level 
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DOD 

Department  of  Defense 

DPW 

Department  of  Public  Works 

DTSC 

Department  of  Toxic  Substances  Control 

EIS 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 

EMS 

Emergency  Medical  Services 

EPA 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 

FEIR 

Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 

FHWA 

Federal  Highway  Administration 

FITS 

Fire  Inspection  Trading  System 

GSA 

General  Services  Administration 

GSF 

Gross  Square  Feet 

HHS 

Heath  and  Human  Services 

HUD 

Housing  and  Urban  Development 

LOS 

Level  of  Service 

MGD 

Million  Gallons  Per  Day 

MUNI 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Transit 

NEPA 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

NO 

Nitrogen  Oxygen 

N02 

Nitrogen  Dioxide 

NOAA 

National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration 

NOI 

Notice  of  Intent 

NOx 

Oxides  of  Nitrogen 

NPS 

National  Park  Service 

NRHP 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

OSF 

Occupiable  Square  Feet 

PM10 

Particulate  Matter 

RTC 

Resolution  Trust  Corporation 

RWQCB 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

SCAQMD 

South  Coast  Air  Quality  Management  District 
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Acronyms 


SEWPCP 

South  East  Water  Pollution  Control  Plants 

SFBC 

San  Francisco  Building  Code 

SFD 

San  Francisco  Datum 

SFDPH 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health 

SFFD 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 

SFRA 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

S02 

Sulfur  Dioxide 

TOC 

Total  Organic  Compounds  (Hydrocarbons) 

TPH 

Total  Petroleum  Hydrocarbons 

UBC 

Uniform  Building  code 

UST 

Underground  Storage  Tank 

V/C  RATIO 

Volume  to  Capacity  Ratio 

VOCs 

Volatile  Organic  Compounds 

WPCP 

Water  Pollution  Control  Plant 

WSO 

Weather  Service  Office 
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GLOSSARY 


Aesthetic  - 


Air  Pollutant 


Air  Pollution 


Air  Quality 
Standards  - 


That  which  people  find  beautiful  or  attractive.  The  quality  of 
being  aesthetic  is  not  the  opposite  of  "practicality"  or  "reality",  but 
is  simply  another  way  of  experiencing  the  world.  Thus,  blue 
skies,  uncontaminated  water,  and  uncluttered  urban  landscapes  all 
have  aesthetic  impact,  because  they  imply  health,  pleasure,  and 
security. 

Chemical  compounds  which  are  emitted  into  or  formed  in  the 
atmosphere,  including  ozone,  oxides  of  nitrogen,  sulfur  dioxide, 
hydrocarbons,  carbon  monoxide  and  particulate  matter. 

The  concentration  of  contaminants  in  the  air  when  not  prevented 
by  the  normal  dispersive  ability  of  the  air  and  when  interfering 
directly  or  indirectly  with  man's  health,  safety,  or  comfort  or  with 
the  full  use  and  enjoyment  of  his  property. 

The  prescribed  level  of  pollutants  in  the  outside  air  that  cannot  be 
exceeded  legally  during  a  specified  time  in  a  specified  geographical 
area. 


Ambient  - 

Carbon  Dioxide 
(C02)  - 


Carbon  Monoxide 
(CO)- 


CEQ  - 


Cumulative  Effects 


Surrounding;  encompassing  on  all  sides. 

A  colorless,  odorless,  nonpoisonous  gas  that  is  a  normal  part  of 
the  ambient  air,  C02  is  a  product  of  fossil  fuel  combustion,  and 
some  researchers  have  theorized  that  excess  C02  raises  atmo- 
spheric temperature. 

A  colorless,  odorless,  highly  toxic  gas  that  is  a  normal  byproduct 
of  incomplete  fossil  combustion.  CO,  one  of  the  major  air 
pollutants,  can  be  harmful  in  small  amounts  if  breathed  over  a 
certain  period  of  time. 

The  President's  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  is  the  agency 
responsible  for  the  oversight  and  development  of  national  environ- 
mental policy.  Created  by  NEPA,  CEQ  also  shares  this  responsi- 
bility with  EPA. 

Effects  that  are  the  result  of  incremental  impacts  of  an  action, 
when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonable  foreseeable 
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future  actions,  regardless  of  which  agency  (federal  or  nonfederal) 
or  person  undertakes  such  actions. 

Decibel  (db)  -  Logarithmic  measure  of  the  magnitude  of  a  particular  quantity 

(e.g.,  sound  pressure,  sound  power,  intensity)  with  respect  to  a 
standard  reference  value  (e.g.,  20  micropascals  for  sound 
pressure). 

Direct  Effect  -  Impacts  that  are  caused  by  an  action  and  occur  at  the  same  time 

and  place  as  the  action. 

Environmental  Impact         A  full  disclosure,  detailed  report  which,  pursuant  to  Section 
Statement  -  102(2)(C)  of  NEPA,  identifies  and  analyzes  the  anticipated 

environmental  impacts  of  a  proposed  GSA  action  and  discusses 
how  the  adverse  effects  will  be  mitigated.  It  is  prepared  in  two 
stages:  a  draft  statement  which  is  made  available  to  the  Environ- 
mental Protection  Agency  and  the  public  and  a  final  statement 
which  is  revised  to  reflect  comments  made  on  the  draft  EIS. 

Expansiveness  -  The  tendency  of  high  clay  content  soils  to  swell  when  wet  and 

shrink  when  dried. 


Floodplain  - 


The  lowland  and  relatively  flat  areas  adjoining  inland  and  coastal 
waters  including  floodprone  areas  of  offshore  islands,  including  at 
a  minimum,  that  area  subject  to  a  1  percent  or  greater  chance  of 
flooding  in  any  given  year.  The  base  flood  plain  shall  be  used  to 
designate  the  100-year  flood  plain  (1  percent  chance  floodplain). 
The  critical  action  flood  plain  is  defined  as  the  500-year  flood 
plain  (0.2  percent  chance  flood  plain). 


Geologic  Hazard 


A  feature  or  condition  that,  if  undetected,  may  seriously  jeopardize 
offshore  drilling  and,  once  identified,  may  necessitate  special 
engineering  procedures  or  relocation  of  a  well.  Such  hazards  may 
include  unstable  bottom  conditions  or  underwater  canyons. 


Groundwater 


The  supply  of  fresh  water  under  the  earth's  surface  in  an  aquifer 
or  soil  that  forms  a  natural  reservoir  for  man's  use. 


Hazardous  Material  -  A  substance  or  combination  of  substances  which,  because  of  its 

quantity,  concentration,  or  physical,  chemical,  or  infectious 
characteristics,  may  either:  1)  cause,  or  significantly  contribute  to 
an  increase  in  mortality  or  in  serious  irreversible,  or  incapacitating 
reversible  illness;  or  2)  pose  a  substantial  present  or  potential 
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Hazardous  Waste  - 
Hydrocarbons  - 
Indirect  Effect  - 

Lead  Agency  - 

Liquefaction  - 

Long-Term  Impact 

Mitigation  - 

MGD  - 
NEPA  - 


Ozone  - 


Particulates 


Runoff 


hazard  to  human  health  or  environment  when  improperly  treated, 
stored,  transported,  or  disposed  of  or  otherwise  managed. 

A  hazardous  material  ready  for  discard. 

Air  pollutant  compounds  containing  hydrogen  and  carbon. 

An  effect  that  is  caused  by  an  action  and  occurs  later  in  time,  or 
at  another  location,  yet  is  reasonably  foreseeable  in  the  future. 

The  federal  agency  that  has  the  primary  responsibility  for  prepar- 
ing an  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

A  process  by  which  relatively  soft,  watery  sediments  liquefy 
during  moderate  to  intense  seismic  groundshaking. 

Long-term  impacts  are  those  that  will  last  long  after  the  project  is 
completed,  such  as  increased  demand  for  public  services,  unavoid- 
able pollution  impacts,  and  irreversible  commitments  of  resources. 

Measures  which  avoid,  minimize,  rectify,  reduce  or  compensate 
for  the  adverse  effects  of  an  action. 

Millions  of  gallons  per  day;  expresses  rate  of  flow. 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act;  Federal  legislation  that 
establishes  environmental  policy  for  the  nation.  It  provides  an 
interdisciplinary  framework  for  federal  agencies  to  prevent 
environmental  damage  and  contains  "action-forcing"  procedures  to 
ensure  that  federal  agency  decision-makers  take  environmental 
factors  into  account. 

A  pungent,  colorless  gas  that  is  a  strong  irritant  which  attacks  the 
respiratory  system  and  damages  crops  and  other  vegetation. 

Airborne  particulate  matter  consisting  of  a  wide  variety  of  particle 
sizes  and  composition.  Generally,  particles  less  than  10  microns 
are  considered  to  be  air  pollutants. 

The  portion  of  rainfall,  melted  snow  or  irrigation  water  that  flows 
across  ground  surface  and  eventually  returns  to  streams.  Runoff 
can  pick  up  pollutants  from  the  air  or  the  land  and  carry  them  to 
the  receiving  waters. 
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Scenic  Variety  -  Relative  variations  in  natural  characteristics  such  as  landscape 

character,  landforms,  shorelines,  vegetation,  drainages,  and,  in 
more  urban  areas,  factors  which  affect  the  overall  image  of  the 
urban  environment. 


Scope  - 

Scoping  Process  - 
Seismic  - 

Short-Term  Impact  - 


Significant 
Subjective 


Subsidence 


Superfund 


The  types  of  actions  to  be  included  in  a  project,  the  range  of 
alternatives,  and  the  impacts  to  be  considered. 

The  early  and  open  process  for  determining  the  scope  of  issues  to 
be  addressed  and  for  identifying  the  significant  issues  related  to  a 
proposed  action. 

Pertaining  to,  characteristic  of,  or  produced  by  earthquakes  or 
earth  vibration;  having  to  do  with  elastic  waves  in  the  earth. 

Short-term  impacts  are  those  project  effects  that  will  extend 
beyond  the  construction  phase  but  for  only  a  short  period  of  time. 
For  example,  erosion  will  continue  to  occur  after  construction  is 
completed  until  vegetation  has  grown  enough  to  hold  the  soil  in 
place,  often  resulting  in  short-term  impacts  on  water  quality. 

In  relation  to  environmental  analysis,  the  term  includes  consider- 
ations importance  and  magnitude,  primarily  the  former. 

That  which  cannot  be  measured  according  to  agreed  upon 
standards  or  techniques.  Whether  or  not  such  agreed  upon 
standards  or  techniques  exist  is  not  related  to  the  importance  or 
significance  of  an  environmental  impact  question. 

The  sinking  of  ground  surface  caused  by  compression  or  collapse 
of  ground  material. 

The  Federal  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensa- 
tion, and  Liability  Act;  adopted  in  1980  to  establish  a  program  to 
identify  sites  where  hazardous  substances  have  been  or  could  be 
released  into  the  environment;  to  ensure  that  they  are  cleaned  up 
by  responsible  parties  or  the  government;  to  evaluate  damage  to 
the  natural  environment;  and  to  create  a  claims  procedure  for 
parties  who  have  cleaned  up  sites  or  spent  money  to  restore  natural 
resources. 
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Zoning  Ordinance  -  The  Zoning  Ordinance  outlines  standards  for  building,  site  size, 

height,  setbacks,  lot  coverage,  minimum  unit  sizes,  landscaping, 
parking,  signs,  fences,  and  other  development  features. 
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Aesthetics,  (refer  to  Section  3.9  and  4.9) 

Agencies  Involved,  1-1 

Air  Pollutants,  (refer  to  Section  3.4  and 
4.4) 

Archaeology,  (Refer  to  Archaeology  and 
Historic  Structures)  3.10-1,  4.10-1 

Area  of  Potential  Effect,  3.10-1 

Authorizing  Actions,  1-1,  1-2 

Drainage,  see  Sections  3.3  and  4.3 

Electricity,  (refer  to  Public  Utilities  3.11-1, 
4.11-11) 

Endangered  Species,  3.2-1 

Fire  Protection,  (refer  to  Public  Utilities 
and  Public  Services  pages  3.11-8-3.11-10 
and  4.11-14  and  4.11-17) 

Geology  and  Landform,  (refer  to  Sections 
3.1  and  4.1) 

Historic  Resources,  (refer  to  Sections  3.10 
and  4.10) 

Lead  Agency,  1-1 

National    Environmental    Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  S-2,  1-2 

Natural  Gas,  (refer  to  Public  Utilities  4. 1 1- 
2) 


Natural  or  Depletable  Resources,  (refer  to 
Sections  3.6  and  4.6) 

Police  Protection,  3.11-6,  4.11-12 

Project  Construction,  2-6,  2-7 

Project  Need,  1-4 

San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance,  4.5-1, 
4.5-5 

Scoping,  1-8 

Socioeconomics,  (refer  to  Sections  3.8  and 
4.8) 

Solid  Waste,  (refer  to  Public  Utilities,  3.11- 
2  -  3.11-3,  4.11-4  -  4.11-7) 

Subsidence,  3.1-5 

Transportation  and  Parking,  (refer  to  Sec- 
tions 3.12  and  4.12) 

Vegetation,  (refer  to  Vegetation  and  Wild- 
life, Sections  3.2  and  4.2) 

Volatile  Organic  Compounds,  3.13-7 

Water  Supply,  (refer  to  Public  Utilities 
3.11-3  -  3.11-4,  4.11-7  through  4.11-9) 

Wildlife,  (refer  to  Vegetation  and  Wildlife, 
Sections  3.2  and  4.2) 

Wastewater,  (refer  to  Public  Services  and 
Public  Utilities,  3.11-4  -  3.11-5,  4.11-9  - 
4.11-12) 
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